
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 106th

 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

.

S3453

Vol. 146 WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, MAY 4, 2000 No. 54

Senate
The Senate met at 9:45 a.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Sovereign God, ultimate ruler of this
Nation, the one to whom we are joined
with millions of Americans across the
land in humble repentance on this Na-
tional Day of Prayer, we know that re-
pentance is confessing our needs and
returning to You. In so many ways we
have drifted from You, Holy Father.
Forgive us when we neglect our spir-
itual heritage as a Nation. Help us
when we become dulled in our account-
ability to You and the moral absolutes
of Your commandments. Without abso-
lute righteousness, morality, honesty,
integrity, and faithfulness, our society
operates in frivolous situational ethics
while the prosperity of our times cam-
ouflages the poverty of the soul of our
Nation.

May this day of prayer be the begin-
ning of a great spiritual awakening.
Wake us up to the realization that all
we have and are is Your gift. Draw us
back into a relationship of graceful
trust in You that will make our motto
‘‘In God We Trust’’ not just a slogan
but a profound expression of our de-
pendence on You to guide and bless
this Nation. We confess our false pride
and express our full praise. Today we
renew our commitment to You as Lord
of this land and of our personal lives.
Hear the urgent prayers of Your people
and bring us back home to Your heart
where we belong.

Today, gracious God, we join the Na-
tion in mourning the death of John
Cardinal O’Connor. We thank You for
his leadership, for his prophetic pow-
ers, and for his obedience to follow You
in social justice.

Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-
ator from the State of Indiana, led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
acting majority leader is recognized.

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, today the
Senate will immediately begin consid-
eration of the Abraham-Mack amend-
ment regarding merit pay for teachers.
Following that debate, Senator MUR-
RAY will be recognized to offer her
amendment regarding class size. No
time agreements have been made with
regard to these amendments, and
therefore votes will occur at a time to
be determined in the future. Senators
will be notified as votes are scheduled.

The Senate will not be in session to-
morrow. However, it is expected that
debate on the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act will continue
next week.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

f

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 2, which the
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 2) to extend programs and activi-

ties under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 3117

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator MACK, myself, and Senator
COVERDELL, and I ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. ABRA-

HAM], for himself, Mr. MACK, and Mr. COVER-
DELL, proposes amendment numbered 3117.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
have a unanimous-consent request re-
garding debate on this amendment. I
think we will probably go back and
forth, but on the Democratic side, after
Senator KENNEDY and Senator MURRAY
speak, I ask unanimous consent I fol-
low them in sequence as we alternate
back and forth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, my
assumption is that the unanimous-con-
sent agreement that was entered into
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and envisioned, we would alternate be-
tween sides if there are speakers on
each side, but that it would govern the
order in which the Democratic side
speakers would address the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the Chair’s understanding. The Chair,
under the unanimous-consent request,
will alternate between sides. The
speakers on the Democratic side are
Senator KENNEDY, Senator MURRAY,
and Senator WELLSTONE, in that order.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, title
II of the bill before the Senate today
includes a provision called the Teacher
Employment Act—or TEA. This provi-
sion combines the current ESEA, title
II, Eisenhower Professional Develop-
ment Program and the class-size reduc-
tion program, for a total of $2 billion,
which is then made available to states
and local education agencies for teach-
er development programs.

Our amendment would amend the
TEA provision—and expand the scope
of allowable uses of title II professional
development funds to allow states and
local education agencies to use these
funds for the development and imple-
mentation of teacher testing, merit-
based pay, and tenure reform pro-
grams.

Mr. President, I believe that a quali-
fied, highly trained, and highly moti-
vated teacher is the key to a quality
education for America’s children. Most
of our colleagues would agree.

Teachers play a special and indispen-
sable role in our children’s education.
Nothing can replace the positive and
long-lasting impact a dedicated,
knowledgeable teacher has on a child’s
learning process.

The National Commission on Teach-
ing and America’s Future found that
while class size reduction has the least
impact on increasing student achieve-
ment and that teacher-education—
teacher quality—has the most impact
on student achievement.

Our amendment is designed to im-
prove the quality of our teachers. It
puts into practice the common sense
we all share—the sense that teachers
should be trained in the area they
teach, that outstanding teachers
should be rewarded, and that a teach-
er’s promotion should be based not just
on longevity but on performance.

Let me explain why I believe this
amendment is important. First, I be-
lieve that teachers should know the
subject matter they teach. Unfortu-
nately, this is not always the case in
many classrooms around the country.
According to the Department of Edu-
cation, one-third of high school math
teachers, nearly 25 percent of high
school English teachers and 20 percent
of science teachers, are teaching with-
out a college major or minor in their
subjects. Teacher testing allows school
districts to better target those teach-
ers in need of additional professional
development. By pinpointing the
strengths and weaknesses of teachers,
schools will be able to place teachers in
their area of specialty and help those

teachers in need of additional profes-
sional development.

A recent study, using student math
scores on the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program for two large Ten-
nessee metropolitan area school sys-
tems, at the University of Tennessee at
Knoxville ranked teachers based on
five objective rankings of effectiveness.
By the fifth grade, students who had
studied under ‘‘highly ineffective’’
teachers averaged 54 to 60 points lower
on achievement tests than students
who had spent the 3 years with ‘‘highly
effective’’ teachers.

I believe that States and local dis-
tricts should be allowed to use Federal
funds for teacher testing programs to
determine which teachers are effective,
and for which teachers additional pro-
fessional development would be of as-
sistance.

Second, I believe that outstanding
teachers should be rewarded with
merit-based pay increases. Teachers
who motivate and inspire their stu-
dents and put forth the extra effort to
improve and expand their own skills
should be rewarded. In the business
world, employees who go the extra mile
and exceed expectations are financially
rewarded for their dedication and hard
work. Are teachers, tasked with edu-
cating and shaping our children lives
and futures, any less deserving of
merit-based pay rewards?

Merit-based pay would reward teach-
ers for exceptional teaching—providing
added incentive to excel at a demand-
ing and challenging profession. A sen-
ior associate at the Educational Trust,
an advocacy group for the poor, once
referred to high-poverty schools as
boot camps for teachers.

Shouldn’t there be the option of re-
warding teachers who choose to take
the more difficult path or who inspire
less advantaged students to perform at
a level well above that of their peers? I
believe every one of us understands
that teachers do, indeed, deserve these
rewards. And, what is more, our kids
deserve the improved educational expe-
rience such rewards will produce. Fi-
nally, I believe that teachers should be
promoted to higher positions based on
performance and subject expertise, not
just on the longevity of their tenure.

Tenure reform ensures teachers will
be held accountable for their overall
performance in the classroom. Accord-
ing to U.S. News and World Report, the
presiding officer’s own State of Ken-
tucky’s tenure reforms—which includes
exhaustive performance evaluations of
teachers and schools and account-
ability for poorly performing teachers
and administrators—have dramatically
improved many of that State’s worst
performing schools. All of these re-
forms can vastly improve the quality
of instruction in the classroom, which
will provide students with the edu-
cational tools necessary to succeed in
this new demanding economy they con-
front. I believe we ought to permit the
States and local districts to use federal
funds to design, develop, and imple-

ment these reforms—should they de-
cide to do so.

Now let me now explain what this
amendment does and does not do. It
permits—and I stress word ‘‘permits’’—
states and localities to use these funds
for teacher testing, merit pay, or ten-
ure reform programs. It does not man-
date or require them to set up these
programs—nor does it penalize them if
they choose not to. It gives States and
localities the freedom to decide pre-
cisely how these programs should be
designed and how they should be ad-
ministered. It does not require the
States and local districts to do any-
thing with the information gathered
from testing or which tests to be used.
Nor would they be required to base
merit pay decisions on the outcome of
the teacher tests. This amendment
does not dictate that Federal funds
must be used for tenure reform or es-
tablish criteria for such reform. Again,
it only permits States and local dis-
tricts to use funds for those purposes if
they choose, based on how they choose.

While it could be argued that teacher
testing, tenure reform, and merit-pay
programs are already permissible uses
under the Teachers Empowerment Act
provision, we believe that explicitly
listing these programs would eliminate
any uncertainty among the states and
local districts, granting them the free-
dom to full develop and implement the
programs which will best target their
specific needs in teacher professional
development. This amendment is based
in the same principles as the legisla-
tion that passed the Senate last Con-
gress with bipartisan support by a vote
of 63–35.

In conclusion, I would like to recog-
nize a very simple fact. We in Wash-
ington too often focus on these issues
from simply a national perspective. I
think this debate we have had over the
last few days clearly focuses on the im-
portant, critical role States and espe-
cially local school districts must play
in the development of quality edu-
cation in our Nation.

This amendment is designed to give
even more flexibility to the States and
the local districts to use these Federal
funds for programs that we believe can
help to improve their quality. There
are no mandates. This is simply a per-
missible use that we would be pro-
viding.

In summary, we think this legisla-
tion can be improved by the amend-
ment. We look forward to hearing dis-
cussion on it today. We believe it is im-
portant to reward quality teachers of
this country for their commitment to
ensure our children will be taught by
the most qualified and knowledgeable
individuals available.

I will have more to say on this as we
go forward. I know there are other Sen-
ators wishing to address the issue. I
note the presence of Senators MACK,
WELLSTONE, and KENNEDY, so I yield
the floor and I will speak again at a
later point.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BUNNING). The Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, gen-
erally around here if there is someone
who is proposing the amendment, they
are recognized to make opening com-
ments. I understand there is a cospon-
sor on that. I think they should be en-
titled to also make opening comments.
We will be glad to hear from the other
cosponsor of the amendment if he
would like to speak first.

Mr. MACK. I am glad to let my col-
league go first.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will
just make a brief opening comment. I
want to start off by mentioning where
we are on the issue of teacher training
and teacher enhancement that is being
addressed by my good friend from
Michigan. Under the Republican bill,
there is $2 billion for teacher quality
and class size—that is a total of $2 bil-
lion. Included in that, is $1.3 billion
which is presently allocated for the
class size reduction program that has
been implemented for 2 years in a row.
Therefore, the 29,000 teachers teaching
today in grades 1, 2, and 3, who are get-
ting paid out of class size reduction
program funds, will effectively be re-
ceiving pink slips because the Repub-
licans are taking that program’s
money and putting it into the Repub-
lican bill.

Second, part of that $2 billion is the
$350 million that is currently being
used in math and science professional
development across the country. The
$350 million program, named after
President Eisenhower, helps local
schools to develop the capability of
math and science teachers. It has been
a good program and is working effec-
tively around the country.

So, the Republicans want to wipe out
the new teachers who have been hired
for the first, second, and third grade;
they want to end the Eisenhower math
and science professional development
program.

On the other hand, our total proposal
on the Democrat side is $3.75 billion.
We have $2 billion which is for profes-
sional development, mentoring and re-
cruitment, and $1.75 billion for class
size reduction. We had, as part of our
debate yesterday, included our $3.75
billion in the democratic substitute.
Last evening, I reviewed what we did in
our particular proposal and the guaran-
tees we provided for teacher quality
and education. We made sure in our
amendment that there was going to be
a guarantee of funds for professional
development. The other side only men-
tions ‘‘a portion of funds for profes-
sional development’’. It is ironic to
hear my friends talk about the impor-
tance of professional development,
when they barely target any funds in
their existing bill for professional de-
velopment. ‘‘A portion can be spent.’’

Furthermore, their bill does not
guarantee any funds for mentoring pro-
grams, which we all know are so impor-
tant and effective for retaining teach-
ers.

We find the turnover of teachers
serving in title I underserved areas
averages 50 to 60 percent in 4 years as
compared to those who have men-
toring, which can make a great deal of
difference to teachers. Their amend-
ment does not address the issue of how
to resolve the high turnover rate issue.
It does not guarantee that teachers are
going to get special skills to help stu-
dents with disabilities or limited
English proficiency. It does not give
priority to developing math and
science training programs.

When all is said and done, our Repub-
lican friends have come up with noth-
ing to ensure that a certain amount of
these funds go for professional develop-
ment, mentoring programs, recruit-
ment programs—activities we know are
proven to improve teacher quality and
retention.

We were anticipating, maybe unrea-
sonably so, that in the areas that are
tried, tested, and true, such as en-
hanced teacher training in the class-
room, that our friends were going to
come up with something. Basically,
what they came up with is merit pay
and testing of teachers. We have lis-
tened carefully to what the Senator
stated. We are, as I mentioned, some-
what interested in the fact that these
are the two areas.

In looking through the studies and
reports of incentives for teachers to ad-
vance their capability of academic
achievement and results, the cumu-
lative studies are very compelling and
are rather common sense.

Obviously, the academic background
of the teacher’s expertise is enor-
mously important. But, we still are
finding out that of the more than 50,000
teachers who were hired this past year,
the majority of those serving in high-
poverty areas are not fully qualified.
We need to do something about this.
We find there is a higher turnover rate
in high-poverty schools. We know that
if the schools want to hold on to new
teachers, mentoring by experienced
teachers, is effective. Studies have
shown this.

Also, it is very evident that there
ought to be continuing education and
professional development for all teach-
ers. As the information comes in and
more studies are conducted, it is clear
that professional development ought to
take place not outside the school but
in the classrooms and schools.

These are the models which have had
the greatest success in ensuring all of
our teachers are of the highest quality.
For those who are not going to meas-
ure up, after evaluations and profes-
sional development, they ought to be
given their fair due in terms of a hear-
ing, but then moved out of the edu-
cational system.

That is what we believe, that is for
what we stand, and that is included in
our educational provisions. Those are
the issues that we feel are important.

I ask the Senator whether he knows
of any States that have embarked on a
merit pay program.

Mr. ABRAHAM. My understanding is
States have experimented with merit
pay programs since the 1960s. I can re-
call in the late 1960s when I was an in-
tern working in the education office of
the Governor of Michigan, we were
looking at various experimental pro-
grams, learning from models from
places such as North Carolina and
other States that were experimenting
with those programs.

It seems to me this is not a new pro-
posal at all. It is one with which var-
ious States have experimented and em-
ployed in different ways for a long
time. That was my first experience
with it, I think in 1969, 1970.

Mr. KENNEDY. I asked the question
because last night I tried to find out
which States have merit pay programs,
and I was unable to find any.

Currently, there is nothing prohib-
iting States from implementing merit
pay programs. If it is so successful, I
would have thought we would have had
several States already doing it and
demonstrated that it has improved stu-
dent achievement.

I can give the Senator a number of
places where it has been tried and
dropped. In Fairfax County, VA, they
developed a merit pay program in the
last few years, but the program was
dropped.

I am all for incentives for teachers
who move ahead in their academic
achievements and accomplishments.
We ought to provide incentives to en-
courage professional development and
more advanced degrees. I am all for
schools that are able to move ahead,
and for giving flexibility to the States
and the educational districts to provide
financial incentives to do that. But in
the areas where we are talking about
rifleshot programs, which this amend-
ment does, for particular individuals—
I can, probably like the good Senator
from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY, think
of teachers who are teaching in some of
the toughest schools in Boston, in Hol-
yoke, MA, and in a number of other
communities, who are showing up
every day, working hard, facing ex-
traordinary challenges where almost a
third of all the children attending
those schools are coming from homes
where there is either physical abuse or
substance abuse. They deserve combat
pay.

But that isn’t what this is really
about. This is about individuals and
principals giving individual financial
incentives. What we want to try to do
is to make available—at least on our
side—the kinds of financial resources
available to local communities, for
whole school reform.

I know the other side believes that
States should have block grants—blank
checks—but we want to support tried
and tested programs that have worked.

I have a very interesting study here
that was just completed by the Na-
tional Commission on Teaching &
America’s Future, the Consortium for
Policy Research in Education. A review
of 65 studies of science teaching con-
cluded that teachers’ effectiveness in
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teaching science depends on the
amount and kind of teacher education,
disciplinary training, and the profes-
sional development opportunities they
experience later in their careers.

That is what we should have, the con-
tinuing, ongoing availability and re-
quirement that there is going to be a
continuing upgrading of the skills of
teachers. That is what they want.

What we have seen to be a strong de-
terminant of teacher effectiveness
stems from the quality of the teacher’s
initial teaching education and certifi-
cation, and, second, later, professional
development. Studies done over the
last few years have shown this to be
true.

In listening to our colleague speak, I
was just trying to find out where his
programs have been effective.

I yield at this time and then will
come back to the issue. There are oth-
ers who want to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, let me
make just a couple of comments before
I give my prepared remarks.

It is interesting how this debate is
being engaged rather vigorously so
quickly and so early this morning. I re-
mind my colleagues that this is basi-
cally this same amendment that was
adopted by the Senate 63–35 in the last
Congress.

I imagine the reason for it is that all
of my colleagues received a letter from
the National Education Association,
the teachers union, in opposition to
this amendment. This letter from the
National Education Association on be-
half of its 2.5 million members strongly
urges opposition to the amendment of-
fered by Senator ABRAHAM and myself.
They are opposed to it because it au-
thorizes ‘‘federal funds for [the purpose
of] testing of current teachers, tenure
reform, and merit pay.’’

I find it interesting that the NEA
previously came out in support of test-
ing—NEA President Bob Chase has said
the NEA:

. . . wholeheartedly supports and endorses
the recommendations of the National Com-
mission on Teaching and America’s Future’s
new report, ‘‘Doing What Matters Most: In-
vesting in Quality Teaching.’’

The report recommends: Teachers
should be licensed based on dem-
onstrated performance, including tests
of subject matter knowledge, teaching
knowledge, and teaching skill.

The report recommends: To encour-
age and reward teacher knowledge and
skill, we should develop a career con-
tinuum for teaching linked to assess-
ments and compensation systems that
reward knowledge and skill.

That sounds to me like a broad en-
dorsement of the concept of testing
teachers to understand where they are
with respect to the knowledge they
have in the courses they are going to
be teaching. I think it clearly indicates
the idea of moving away from pay
being based on someone’s seniority to
one based on merit—pay should be

based on the ability to teach, the abil-
ity to be able to show, in testing, that
they have the knowledge in the areas
in which they are teaching.

So I make that comment to begin.
Further, with respect to questions

about merit pay, again, my colleague
already referred to the fact there have
been States experimenting with this
idea since the late 1960s. But Denver,
CO, has a merit pay system. Interest-
ingly enough, the Secretary of Edu-
cation, Secretary Riley, when he was
Governor of South Carolina, endorsed
merit pay.

In Florida, we encourage teachers to
participate in what I believe is the Na-
tional Board for Professional Teaching
Standards. If a teacher in the State of
Florida successfully completes that
process and becomes certified by this
board, they are going to receive a
bonus. I think that is merit pay.

So this idea that I think the Senator
from Massachusetts tried to imply,
that this is something no one is pur-
suing and there is no value to it, I
would say, is not accurate.

Mr. President, I rise today with my
friend and colleague, Senator ABRA-
HAM, to offer this critically important
amendment. It focuses on the single
most important, yet most overlooked,
aspect of education—the quality of
America’s teachers.

Education is the engine of social and
economic progress, and the ladder of
opportunity. The rungs of that ladder
must be supported by exceptional
teachers. I have little doubt that the
American spirit of ingenuity and inno-
vation will continue to lead the world
in providing new economic opportuni-
ties, expanding medical research and
improving the quality of life for every-
one. But there is a catch. For our chil-
dren and grandchildren to achieve the
high standards we expect of them, we
must provide them with the tools they
need to help them excel. The economic
security of our children depends upon
the quality of their education.

Each time we debate education re-
form in America, there is a growing
sentiment that continued viability of
the American dream could slip away
simply because our children are unpre-
pared to face tomorrow’s challenges.
The academic performance of Amer-
ica’s students in international exams
can hardly be considered world class.
In fact, the longer our students attend
American schools, the further behind
they fall in performance. Consider
these statistics:

While America’s 4th graders score
above the international average in
math tests, they continue to trail stu-
dents in countries like Austria, the
Czech Republic, Hong Kong, Japan,
Korea, the Netherlands, and Singapore.
By the 8th grade, American students
barely meet the international average,
and by the 12th grade, American stu-
dents lag far behind their international
peers.

In science, U.S. students score above
the international average in both 4th

and 8th grades. But, in 4th grade, U.S.
students are outranked by only one
country—Korea. By the 8th grade, thir-
teen countries outrank U.S. students.

Again, that is an indication that the
longer they are in school, the further
behind they fall with other countries in
the world.

In international physics tests, Amer-
ican 12th graders ranked sixteenth, and
far behind countries like Russia, Slo-
venia, Latvia and the Czech Republic.

In both math and science, the per-
formance of U.S. 12th graders is among
the lowest in the industrialized world.
Of the 21 countries that participate,
the United States placed 16th in
science and 19th in math skills.

Our students will be denied basic op-
portunities because they have not been
adequately equipped to face a new,
competitive, and global economy. We
can and must do better.

Without qualified teachers in Amer-
ica’s classrooms, all other attempts at
reform are meaningless. We have long
focused on the need to hire more teach-
ers—as many as two million over the
next decade. Our focus shouldn’t be on
the number of teachers, but rather, on
the quality of those teachers.

As long as students are compelled to
attend school, we should be compelled
to staff those schools with the best and
brightest teachers. Parents all over the
state of Florida, and I imagine the
same is true around the country, are
concerned that the success—or fail-
ure—of their child’s entire academic
year will be determined by the quality
and expertise of their child’s teacher.
Studies show that the most important
factor in determining student success
on standardized tests is the teacher’s
ability to present the material. As
States are taking important steps to
challenge their students with high-
stakes tests for promotion and gradua-
tion, we must encourage states to step
up to the plate and provide students
with teachers who are better prepared
than ever before.

Further complicating the situation is
the shortage of teachers nationwide,
which has led many school districts to
assign teachers to subjects for which
they have no formal training. Four
million American students are cur-
rently being taught English, Math, or
History by teachers who have neither a
college major or minor in the subject
they are teaching. Four million kids!

Mr. President, maybe I have a slight-
ly different perspective in looking at
these numbers today than I would
have, say, 5 or 6 weeks ago. Priscilla
and I were just blessed with our first
granddaughter. We already have three
grandsons, but this is our first grand-
daughter. While all of us in the family
are engaged in the early days of raising
that little baby and trying to get
through the night, we are also con-
cerned about the future for little
Addison. Is she going to be among the
one out of five students in America
being taught English by a teacher who
doesn’t have a major or minor in
English?
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Think about that for a moment. I

think one out of four math students
are being taught by teachers who do
not have a minor or major in that sub-
ject. So when I think about little
Addison’s future, and I realize the com-
petitive world in which we live today,
and how much more competitive it is
going to be in the future, I know she is
not going to be able to compete and
have the same opportunities we all
have enjoyed if she doesn’t have an
education second to none. Frankly,
that can only come about as a result of
having high-quality teachers in the
classroom—teachers who my son and
his wife, Ann, can be comfortable in
knowing have the knowledge and ex-
pertise to provide that education.

Requiring secondary school teachers
to earn a major or minor in their sub-
jects might make sense if there were
not a clearly superior policy that could
be adopted instead, such as requiring
teachers to pass a subject knowledge
test for the subject areas they teach.

Teacher testing is an important first
step toward upgrading the quality of
instruction in the classroom. Testing
provides a valuable opportunity for
teachers to demonstrate knowledge of
subjects for which they do not hold a
major or minor degree. It will also en-
able principals to evaluate their staff-
ing needs and to staff classrooms with
the most qualified teachers. You sim-
ply can not teach what you don’t know.

Common sense also dictates that we
should not focus solely on under-per-
forming teachers. We must also recog-
nize that there are many great teach-
ers who are successfully challenging
their students on a daily basis. Teach-
ing is one of the most important and
challenging professions. While many
excellent, enthusiastic, and well pre-
pared teachers already work in Amer-
ica’s schools, their work often goes un-
recognized and unrewarded. Salaries
for teachers lag far behind other pro-
fessions for which a college degree is
expected or required, and as a result,
many exceptional teachers leave the
profession and others who would be ex-
ceptional teachers never even consider
teaching.

We have created a system of clear in-
centives for our best teachers to leave
the classroom. Instead, we should be
enacting policies to keep the best and
brightest teachers in the classroom. To
do this, we need to evaluate and reward
teachers with a compensation system
that supports and encourages them to
strengthen their skills and dem-
onstrate high levels of performance.
That, in turn, will enhance learning for
all children.

Today, schools compensate teachers
based almost solely on seniority, not
on their performance inside the class-
room. It rewards underperforming
teachers and penalizes exceptional ones
by grouping them together in a single
pay scale based primarily upon length
of service. Merit-pay would differen-
tiate between teachers who are hard-
working and inspiring, and those who

fall short. It is true that good teachers
cost money. But the fact is, bad teach-
ers can cost more because they limit
the education of a child and his or her
ability to contribute to society.

We hear quite often that merit pay
won’t work in public schools because it
is too difficult to compare the accom-
plishments between teachers teaching
smart, wealthy, well-disciplined, well-
fed children versus those teaching
poor, inattentive, hungry and unruly
children. These conditions are no dif-
ferent than the differences faced by
other professionals like doctors or law-
yers who face both unwinnable cases or
deadly diseases. Teachers should also
be rewarded proportionately to their
accomplishments in enhancing student
learning, attitudes, and behavior.

This is not to suggest that simply
throwing more money at schools and
teachers will rescue schools from medi-
ocrity. Some suggest we try throwing
more money at the problem, although I
would point out that we have already
tried that. The United States spends
more money per pupil than any other
industrialized nation, and as I men-
tioned earlier, our children are not
achieving high levels of performance
on international standardized exams.
The reality is that no amount of
money will save mismanaged, bureau-
cratic, red-tape ridden schools from
failure. And no amount of money will
rescue a student who is placed in a
classroom led by an unprepared,
unenthusiastic, and uninspiring teach-
er. This debate is less about money and
more about giving teachers a greater
stake in the education they provide.
We can do this by offering them real
incentives to do their best so that their
dedication and expertise will be recog-
nized and rewarded. This will benefit
all students.

Our amendment, known as the
MERIT Act, will enable states to use
their limited federal dollars on a num-
ber of initiatives to enhance teacher
quality. First, this amendment pro-
vides funding for states to develop rig-
orous exams to periodically test ele-
mentary and secondary school teachers
on their knowledge of the subjects they
are teaching. Secondly, this amend-
ment provides funding to states to es-
tablish compensation systems for
teachers based upon merit and proven
performance. Finally, this amendment
provides states with resources to re-
form current tenure programs.

This broad approach will enable
states to staff their schools with the
best and most qualified teachers, there-
by enhancing learning for all students.
In turn, teachers can be certain that
all of their energy, dedication and ex-
pertise will be rewarded. And it will be
done without placing new mandates on
states or increasing the federal bu-
reaucracy.

Last Congress, the Senate passed a
similar amendment with bipartisan
support by a vote of 63–35 during debate
on the Education Savings Account leg-
islation. Unfortunately, the President

vetoed that bill, despite his previous
support for teacher testing.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues as we continue the fight to
give dedicated professionals, who teach
our children, a personal stake in the
quality of the instruction they provide.
I hope there will again be broad, bipar-
tisan support for this amendment. I
thank the chair and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Washington is recognized.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
was going to ask a question of the Sen-
ator from Florida. I am not trying to
speak. Will the Senator yield for that?

Mrs. MURRAY. I will yield for a
quick question.

Mr. COVERDELL. When the Senator
from Florida brought this amendment
to the floor, he was talking about an
experience in Los Angeles at a school.
In deference to the Senator from Wash-
ington, I want to keep it brief, but I
wonder if he could allude to that brief-
ly.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, that is a
story I remember very well. To cut it
short takes away, I think, the strength
of its message. So maybe a little bit
later on in the debate we can discuss it,
but I would be glad to yield the time
back to the Senator so she can con-
tinue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Mr. President, on our side, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
WELLSTONE be followed by Senator
DORGAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senators from Michigan
and Florida for addressing an issue I
think all of us really need to address;
that is, how do we recruit and retain
good teachers in our classrooms today?

I think all of us whose kids are in
public schools want to know our child
will go to school and get the best
teacher in that school. The question
before us is, How do we make that hap-
pen? How do we ensure every one of our
kids gets a really good teacher?

I have to say I am disappointed in
the proposal our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle came up with on
merit pay. We have heard a lot of slo-
gans in this debate. So far, from the
other side, we have heard about private
school vouchers, block grants, and now
we are getting merit pay and testing
for teachers. They all sound really
good.

But I assure my colleagues, as some-
one who has been a teacher, someone
who has been a school board member,
someone who served in the State legis-
lature, slogans don’t teach kids; they
don’t keep good teachers in our class-
rooms; they don’t improve test scores.

We are right in looking at the ques-
tion of how we assure that we have
good teachers. I was on a school board.
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I have debated the issue of merit pay,
which, by the way, school districts can
now do and which State legislatures
can now do.

As a Senator, I ask you to give us an
example of a current school district
that has merit pay in place that is
working. We have not heard of any. I
will tell you why. Because when you
get down to the question of what does
merit pay really do and you start to
look at it, you realize that merit pay
doesn’t accomplish what we really
want in ensuring that all of our kids
get a good education.

Good current educational policy and
curriculum standards are what we
want to teach our kids today. It is not
how to sit at a desk, listen to an adult,
do everything right all day long, and
not move but, rather, how to work to-
gether in teams and how to work to-
gether with other students because
that is what is required of them when
they get into the workforce. Very few
jobs today have a single person sitting
at a desk doing the same task all day
long.

Merit rewards an individual teacher
pitted against another teacher rather
than encouraging teachers to work to-
gether in their building to improve the
education of all of our children.

That is what we are trying to teach
our children. The best way to do that is
by example—encouraging teachers in a
building to work together. Certainly
different teachers in every building
have different skills. Certainly some of
them do better with one child, or an-
other child, or another curriculum
piece.

We must encourage everyone to work
together rather than saying we are
going to pick the best three or four of
you and give you an extra incentive;
we encourage a teacher to come and be
the principal’s pet, or to be there to
work the longest, or to try to show
that they are somehow better than the
other teachers. You start getting
teachers pitted against each other.
That is not what we want in a good
school building. We want all the teach-
ers supporting each other.

The best schools I have been in are
ones where all of the first grade teach-
ers get together after school, or sup-
port each other throughout the day, or
share their curriculum. Who is going to
share their curriculum, or share the
good things that work in their class-
room, if that means they may not be
the teacher who gets the merit pay?
That is why school boards and States
have not enacted merit pay. It is sim-
ply another slogan we put out here.

I think we really need to concentrate
on what works. How can we ensure that
we recruit the best and brightest? How
can we ensure that people want to go
into the teaching profession, that we
keep the best and brightest, and help
those who need additional skills to be
the best and the brightest?

Think back through your own edu-
cation. I don’t know how many Sen-
ators have gone to public schools all

their lives. I have, my kids have, and I
have been in them. I know. When I look
back at my education, or my children’s
education, and I think about all the
teachers I had—think about this:
Which one would you pick to get merit
pay? It is difficult to do because all of
us have had really good teachers. Our
kids have had good teachers, and all of
us have had good teachers.

I will tell you something. I remember
well when my kids were in elementary
school and my son had a teacher for
whom I didn’t particularly care. I was
at a meeting with some friends. I com-
plained about the teacher. And, sur-
prisingly, another one of my friends
said: You do not like that teacher?
That is the best teacher my child has
ever had. Why? Because that teacher
didn’t connect with my son but did
connect with her son. Different kids
learn different ways. Different kids
connect with different adults. A teach-
er may do really well with one child
and not well with another.

Tell me, how are we going to pick
which teacher gets the merit pay? By
the parents who like the teacher the
best? By the teacher who is the tough-
est, who may do well for some kids but
not well for others? By the teacher who
does the most testing in their class-
rooms? By the teacher who passes a
test, maybe?

I can tell you this. I have had teach-
ers in my own life and in my kids’ lives
who were brilliant but who had no way
of communicating with the kids they
were teaching or how to teach what
they held in their own head.

I ask my colleagues, and I ask those
who are listening, how would you pick
which one of your very own teachers or
which one of your kids’ teachers should
receive merit pay? Do you think you
can do a fair job?

That is what we are doing in this
amendment we are debating today.
Somebody is going to have to pick.
Somebody is going to have to choose
that curriculum. Instead of encour-
aging teachers to work together, what-
ever that criterion is which some prin-
cipal decides is going to be how they
choose a teacher to get merit pay is
going to create disincentives in their
own building and antagonism in their
own building. I don’t think that is
what we need to be encouraging.

I think we need to address the issue
of getting the best and brightest teach-
ers in our classrooms. We do not pay
any teacher enough, I am here to tell
you, particularly those teachers who
are in our toughest schools, who have
the kids with 99-percent-free and re-
duced lunches in their elementary
schools. I have been in those schools—
kids who come and hear 70 different
languages in one school district, kids
who come to school who have not even
lived in a home, or in the same home
for more than several weeks, kids who
come to school whose parents may not
have come home last night, who may
not have eaten last night, who have
seen tremendous difficulties in their
own lives.

We need to make sure those kids get
a good teacher. But those are incred-
ibly difficult challenges, and those are
the incredibly difficult classrooms.

If we are going to provide extra pay
for a couple of teachers only, I say let’s
give it to those teachers who are teach-
ing in the most difficult cir-
cumstances. We should be giving them
combat pay for their difficult cir-
cumstances. Certainly, I will tell you
that those teachers who are in those
classrooms are not likely to be the
ones who get merit pay if it is based on
any kind of teacher testing, or testing
of their students, because they have
the toughest kids in their classrooms.

Merit pay, if you do it on testing, re-
wards those teachers whose kids come
to school ready to learn, whose parents
are there helping them, and who come
from the communities that have the
resources in those schools.

Let’s be very careful about what we
are promoting. Let’s be sure that we
tell kids in our high schools and col-
leges that we want them to teach; we
need them to teach. We know we need
the best and the brightest in our class-
rooms, we know we need teachers who
are professionals, and we know we
must reward them.

I know that doesn’t address the ques-
tion my colleagues brought out about:
What about those poor teachers? What
about those teachers who aren’t quali-
fied?

I can tell you what we are asking
teachers to do today is tremendously
different from what we asked teachers
to do 10, 20, or 30 years ago.

If you got your teaching degree back
in 1972 and you are teaching in a class-
room today, I assure you that no one in
your college taught you how to use a
computer. No one taught you how to
develop your curriculum to use tech-
nology. No one thought you would need
the math skills our students need
today. No one thought you would be
teaching in a classroom with many dif-
ferent languages or cultures. No one
thought you would have the discipline
problems you have.

Let’s take those teachers who got
their degree back in 1970, 1975, or 1980
and give them the professional develop-
ment to get the skills they need in to-
day’s classrooms.

I have talked to teachers who feel ex-
tremely frustrated. They tell me if I
were in a private business and the re-
quirements had changed as dramati-
cally as our public schools had in the
last 30 years, they would have sent me
to professional development.

We lack the resources and haven’t
provided the resources in our public
education system to give our teachers
the professional development they
need. Let’s not condemn them for that
now. Let’s do what is right and help
provide professional development for
our teachers in a way that is construc-
tive so we can keep people who want to
be in the classroom but have not been
able to keep up.

I think we can revise some of the sys-
tems of tenure; many districts have
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done that. I think that is a good way to
proceed.

It is pretty darn frustrating to be a
teacher today. They listen to the de-
bate on the Senate floor and they hear
about all the horrible teachers who
cannot pass tests. These are people
with college degrees who chose to be in
our classrooms with our young kids.
These are people who we should be sup-
porting. We should be supporting them
with incentives to be in the teaching
profession. We should support them
with quality pay. When teachers work
for $23,000 a year and are told they have
to go back and pay for a test to stay in
this profession, or pay to go back to
school, how do they do that? I don’t
know how they do that. I don’t know
how a single mom with a couple of kids
who is teaching and earning $23,000 or
$25,000 a year would ever be able to
continue to be in our classroom, even if
she were in the best classroom, if we
required her to go back to school to
take tests.

There is one problem with this under-
lying amendment I have not men-
tioned, and I don’t think anybody has.
There is no money here. It requires
testing, and there is no money. That
money will have to come from some-
where in the districts. The districts
will not have the money, and likely
they will require the teachers them-
selves to pay for it. That has been the
practice in the past.

I understand the motive behind the
slogan. I understand the desire to tell
the good teachers in our classrooms
that we appreciate the work they are
doing. However, I think we should re-
ward all teachers with better salaries. I
think we should provide better training
for teachers, more professional devel-
opment for our teachers, give them the
skills they need. If we want to come
back and say we have done everything
for these teachers to give them the
best skills and they still don’t make
the grade, then there is something to
say about this underlying amendment.
We haven’t done that yet. We have left
our teachers behind. As a result, we
have left our students behind.

In closing, there are tremendously
good people in our schools today who
are trying their best and working very
hard. I think they deserve the most ac-
colades we can give them. We should
not be denigrating them.

We do have some excellent ways of
rewarding good teachers today. On my
staff, I have a woman named Ann
Ifekwunigwe, an Albert Einstein Dis-
tinguished Educator. She has been with
me on my staff as a fellow for the last
year and has done an outstanding job.
She is actually an elementary school-
teacher from the Los Angeles Unified
School District. She is a great example
of what we are already doing. Ann
worked very hard and received her na-
tional board teacher certificate in Cali-
fornia. Once you have done that in
California, teachers then get a 15-per-
cent salary increase and a $10,000
bonus.

There are ways under current law to
encourage and help pave the way for
teachers who want to get additional
training which benefits all of our stu-
dents. We should encourage those. I
don’t think we should be just using a
slogan of merit pay, saying we will
pick a couple of teachers out of our
schools and tell them they are better
than the rest of the teachers, without
understanding the consequences of
what may happen.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the

Senator from Washington has asked
the wrong question. She is looking for
examples as to where merit pay is
being used successfully and she just
cited California. I am not familiar with
that program, but it is a certification
that led to a bonus and merit pay.

I remind the Senator of the remarks
of the Senator from Florida. In Denver,
CO, teachers earn additional bonuses if
they show student improvement. Sec-
retary Riley, of this administration,
previously endorsed merit pay when he
served as Governor of South Carolina.
Florida law provides bonuses to teach-
ers who are nationally certified by the
National Board for Professional Teach-
ing Standards, and can earn additional
bonuses if they mentor another teacher
in getting nationally certified as an ad-
ditional bonus.

The superintendent of education
from the State of Arizona was recently
in our Capitol and lauded the concept
of merit pay for teachers who have out-
standing capabilities, pointing out this
concept is important in order to retain
people who are getting better and bet-
ter. You need to be able to reward that
teacher and keep that teacher in the
system; otherwise, the individual is
likely to leave.

Let me simply say I am quite taken
with the argument given by the Sen-
ator from Washington which, in the-
ory, runs against everything we do in
this country—that there should be no
reward for achievement; everybody has
to be treated identically or they won’t
be able to work together.

That message is taught from elemen-
tary to high school to college to profes-
sional sports, where everybody has to
work as a team—but is everybody
treated the same way? What corpora-
tion in America could function that
way? You would pay the salesman who
sold 2 vacuum cleaners the same salary
as one who sold 10. The American way
is one of honest, fair competition and
reward. We do not have a system where
everybody is dumbed down. Yet this is
an argument that people won’t be able
to get along if one is more successful
than the other. The way it has always
worked in this country is that person
was a role model that made everybody
else try to reach that standard to be as
successful, to do as well.

Competition makes better products,
better performers. The competition of
ideas in our democracy makes ideas

truer and more honest. Competition is
healthy, not detrimental. The whole
country is built on the back of it.

I appreciate the remarks of the Sen-
ator from Florida. I think he is prob-
ably somewhat stunned someone re-
membered something that was said
months ago, but it was such a compel-
ling story about the role of teachers in
education, and he has been kind
enough to stay.

As part of my remarks, I ask the
Senator if he might relate to those in
the center of this debate that great
story of what he found in a very special
school when he went to Los Angeles.

Mr. MACK. I thank the Senator for
the opportunity to do this. A number of
years ago, my wife and I visited a
school called the Marcus Garvey
School in Los Angeles. I went there be-
cause I was trying to learn more about
the different types of schools in Amer-
ica—what works, what does not work.
While I am going to be talking about
the Marcus Garvey School, I am not
endorsing or embracing everything the
school does. But the thing that stood
out to me was the role of the teacher in
this school. So this is what happened.

I went to the Marcus Garvey School
and met the administrator, the prin-
cipal, the owner of the school—all one
person, Anyim Palmer, who was in a
room probably no bigger than 10 by 10,
filled with furniture that was probably
35 or 40 years old. The phone was on a
stack of papers. There was no sec-
retary. When the phone rang, he an-
swered it. The point I am making is
there were not a lot of amenities. This
is basic stuff. This is a building with
rooms in it, an administrator, teach-
ers, and students.

He said: I want to take you down and
show you what some of our students
are doing. Unfortunately, the school is
not filled today because of the time of
the year it is.

Priscilla and I went down to a room
where there were three different groups
of children being taught in the same
room. The first group of students we
saw were 2-year-old children. Again, I
emphasize 2-year-olds, not second grad-
ers; 2-year-old children. There were
eight of them sitting at a little table.
The teacher said to the children: Show
the Senator and Mrs. Mack how you
can say your ABCs. You can imagine
the cute little voices of those children
as they recited their ABCs. When they
finished that, the teacher said: Now
that you have done it in English, do it
in Spanish. So then these little 2-year-
old children went through their alpha-
bet in Spanish. When they finished
that, the teacher then said to them:
Now do the alphabet in Swahili, and
they did that as well—2 years old.

We went across the room to where 3-
year-old children were doing math
problems. The teacher said to me: Give
one of the students a math problem. As
I would suspect most people would
have done, I gave a problem such as 5
plus 8—you know, pretty straight-
forward. But, again, 3 years old. She
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said: No, no, no, give them a tough
problem. So I said something like 325
plus 182. And this 3-year-old child,
standing at the board, put down little
dots, wrote down a number, another se-
ries of dots, wrote down a number and
got the right answer at 3-years-old.

We went across the room where 4-
year-old children were reading. We
were told that these children were
reading at the second, third, and fourth
grade level. They were 4 years old.

We went into another room in this
facility where there were 5-year-old
children. A little boy was asked to
stand up and recite for me, in the prop-
er chronological order, every President
of the United States. That little fellow
stood up, looked me right in the eyes,
and he rattled right through every
President of the United States in the
proper order. I must admit I knew he
did that because they gave me a cheat
sheet to look at. He was 5 years old.

Every time we went to a different
area and saw these students, these chil-
dren at work, Priscilla and I would say
to this person who was taking us
around: How can this be? How can this
possibly be? What makes this work?
Every single time we asked the ques-
tion, the answer was: It is the teacher.
It is the teacher. It is the teacher.

Anyim Palmer challenged what was
then considered the best private school
in Los Angeles County, their sixth
grade against his third grade students.
I think it was in math and English.
You know who won—Anyim Palmer’s
third grade beat the sixth graders. How
did he do it? What he said to me was:
It was the teacher.

What I found out later is Anyim
Palmer was a public school teacher in
California who became so frustrated
and angry that the system was failing
to teach children in his community
that he quit the public schools and
started his own school. Do you know
what he did? He also trained his own
teachers. He said: Forget everything
you have learned. I am going to train
you. I am going to teach you how to
teach.

Again, I thank the Senator for ask-
ing me to restate that story. It made a
major impression on me. We can talk
about all these other things, but we
must focus on how to make sure that
the teacher standing up in front of our
children and grandchildren has the
knowledge in the subject they are
teaching—this is not fancy. We are not
asking for special degrees. I am asking
a very simple question. If a teacher is
standing in front of my little grand-
daughter, Addison, a few years from
now, I want my son and his wife to
know the person who is teaching their
little daughter has the knowledge in
the subject they are teaching. That
does not seem to be an unreasonable
request to make.

I thank the Senator for asking the
question. I yield.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Florida. He has been at this
some time. But let me just ask him, he

is a principal coauthor of the measure.
Is there anything about this measure
that is a mandate?

Mr. MACK. I say to the Senator he is
exactly right, there is no mandate. As
strongly as I feel about it, I would like
to, but I do not think that is our role.
I think we can make some serious mis-
takes by mandating certain things, to
say to a particular school district or a
particular State they have to do what
I say. They might say, what if we put
this kind of testing program into effect
but our concern is we need more com-
puters. We need more books. We need—
whatever.

This is not a mandate. It never has
been a mandate. It never will be a man-
date, at least as far as the Senator
from Michigan and I are concerned. It
is merely a statement of importance
and it says to the schools if they want
to, these dollars can be used for the
purpose of developing the concepts for
creating tests, developing some merit
pay program, or in reforming tenure,
all three of which we think can in fact
go to the heart of the matter about
what is necessary to improve the abil-
ity of the teacher.

The inference was made earlier that
somehow or another those of us who
are talking about this are out to de-
grade the teachers in this country.
That is absolutely a false challenge.
Most of us can remember those teach-
ers who made a difference in our lives,
who challenged us, who demanded from
us that we do better. Each of us re-
sponded in a little bit different way.
But we understand the importance of
having good, quality teachers, and
there are a lot of them. That is why we
put the merit pay in, to recognize that.

Again, as to this notion that some-
how or another if we were to put in
place a merit pay system that, high-
lights teachers who are doing well, and
encourages those who are not teaching
our children to do better and somehow
or another people would know and
there would be divisions that would
take place, let me tell you something.
There is probably not a school in
America where every teacher doesn’t
know who is carrying the load and who
is not. You do not need a merit pay
program for students and teachers
alike to know who the good teachers
are. You can just hear the kids talking
about it: Boy, I hope I don’t get in so-
and-so’s class.

It doesn’t take a merit program.
Merit pay is not going to do that. Chil-
dren and parents already know the
good ones and those who are not car-
rying their load.

What we are trying to do is the right
thing.

Mr. COVERDELL. My colleague
would agree, would he not, that the
merit pay might keep that good teach-
er in that system longer than other-
wise? At some point, we know we are
losing good teachers because outside
interests are seeking that kind of tal-
ent.

Mr. MACK. I certainly hope it would
do that. I believe it would. As both of

us have indicated, the State of Florida
has developed a program that provides
an incentive for teachers to get certifi-
cation by a national board. If they re-
ceive that certification, they get a
bonus.

They also get a bonus if they encour-
age another teacher to do the same
thing.

What we are saying is, we are recog-
nizing, not only through the dollars
but through our interest, the impor-
tance of that individual teacher and
the importance of the quality of that
individual teacher. I believe it would
encourage them to stay in the system
longer. Most of the teachers love the
children they are teaching. They want
them to do better. We just need to give
more encouragement to those teachers.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Florida and the Senator from
Michigan. I see the Senator from Min-
nesota is prepared to speak. He has
been very accommodating. I have a few
other things to say, but I am going to
yield so he can proceed with his re-
marks. A little later today, I will have
another opportunity, I am sure, to
speak again. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague. I reserve my right
to the floor and yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

AMENDMENT NO. 3118 TO AMENDMENT 3117

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send
a second-degree amendment to the
desk on behalf of myself and the Sen-
ator from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-

NEDY], for himself and Mrs. MURRAY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3118 to
amendment No. 3117.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 1 of the amendment in line 4,

strike all after ‘‘Reforming’’ through the end
of the amendment and insert the following:
‘‘and implementing merit schools programs
for rewarding all teachers in schools that im-
prove student achievement for all students,
including the lowest achieving students;

‘‘(B) Providing incentives and subsidies for
helping teachers gain advanced degrees in
the academic fields in which the teachers
teach;

‘‘(C) Implementing rigorous peer review,
evaluation, and recertification programs for
teachers; and

‘‘(D) Providing incentives for highly quali-
fied teachers to teach in the neediest
schools.’’

Mr. MACK. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.

Mr. MACK. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

VerDate 27-APR-2000 03:35 May 05, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G04MY6.014 pfrm06 PsN: S04PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3461May 4, 2000
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the

Senator from Minnesota yielded with-
out losing his right to the floor and is
entitled to recognition.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I believe I have
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I already
recognized the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I will first respond, to
make this a debate format, to some of
the points I heard raised. I also will
speak to the second-degree amend-
ment.

One of the points that was made is
that the focus on teacher merit is im-
portant because it leads to retention of
teachers. I want to cite the National
Commission on Teaching & America’s
Future, a report that came out in 1996
in which they spelled out the key ele-
ments for effective teacher retention:
A, organize professional development
around standards for teachers and stu-
dents; B, provide a yearlong inservice
internship; C, include mentoring and
strong evaluation of teacher skills; and
D, offer stable, high-quality profes-
sional development.

The second-degree amendment is
about implementing merit schools pro-
grams for rewarding all teachers in
schools that improve student achieve-
ment for all students, including the
lowest achieving students.

Over and over, we have been here
making sure those students who come
from difficult circumstances and do
not do as well are the students to
whom we pay special attention.

B, providing incentives and subsidies
for helping teachers gain advanced de-
grees in academic fields in which the
teachers teach;

C, implementing rigorous peer re-
view, evaluation, and recertification
programs for teachers;

And D, providing incentives for high-
ly qualified teachers to teach in the
neediest schools.

In many ways, what is in the second-
degree amendment mirrors what the
National Commission on Teaching &
America’s Future tells us we need to do
to have the very best teachers and re-
tain those teachers as well.

I speak on behalf of the second-de-
gree amendment. I want to talk about
where I strongly dissent from the
amendment my colleagues from Michi-
gan and Florida have laid out: the em-
phasis on reforming teacher tenure sys-
tems and the emphasis on establishing
teacher compensation systems based
on merit and proven performance. Then
I will talk about testing teachers peri-
odically in the academic subjects in
which they teach. I will talk about
each one.

I am the first to admit that the ten-
ure system does not always work the
way we want it. I am the first to admit
there are some teachers, unfortu-
nately, in our schools who do not add
to children but subtract. Sometimes
they are tenured teachers, and that is
when it gets tough. There is a reason

for tenure, and the reason for tenure is
to make sure teachers are free to ex-
press their ideas.

Albeit, I taught at the college level,
but I am a perfect example of someone
who benefited from tenure. First, I had
to fight to get it. That is a 20-hour
speech. The point is, there is no doubt
in my mind that tenure was what gave
me the protection to freely express my
ideas on campus.

When we talk about education, we
want students introduced to a variety
of ideas, and we do not want teachers
put in a position where they do not feel
free to express their viewpoint, where
they do not feel free to teach the way
they believe they should teach, to
teach students the way they think they
should teach students because they
worry about capricious, arbitrary deci-
sions that might be made.

I now will talk about compensation
based upon merit and then talk about
teachers being tested periodically, and
to give the example of Denver, CO, I
think, raises yet another question.
That has to do with this path we are
barreling down with all the emphasis
on standardized tests.

It is unbelievable. We have a trend in
the country—and thank goodness peo-
ple are now starting to look at it—
where we are going to measure a stu-
dent’s academic performance on the
basis of a single standardized test when
all the people who have developed
those tests tell us we should never use
a single standardized test, and when we
have not done what we should do to
make sure every student has the same
opportunity to do well on those tests.
Let me do that parallel with teachers.

Let me give an example. I can see
how this could very well happen given
this proposal. If, for example, how well
teachers are doing is based on how well
students are doing, which is, in turn,
based upon standardized tests given to
students at as young an age as 8, if one
is teaching in a school in an inner city,
if one is teaching in a school in rural
America, if one is teaching in a school
where these kids come to kindergarten
way behind, where they come from pov-
erty homes, where they come from
pretty difficult circumstances, and
they do not have the resources they
need, it could be your students are not
going to do as well. Do we then argue
the teachers do not show merit?

In addition, what kind of tests are we
talking about using? The people who
have done the professional work on
having the very best teachers have said
that in addition to having the decent
salaries, in addition to putting an end
to the bashing of public school teach-
ers, in addition to making sure teach-
ers have the resources with which to
work, in addition to making sure we
invest in the infrastructure of the
schools, that we have the technology
programs, that we have a manageable
class size, in addition to all that, we
want to have good peer evaluation, we
want to have mentors, we want to have
good programs during the summer,

such as the Eisenhower program which
has been eliminated in this block grant
program which enables teachers of
math and science to come together to
compare notes and become revitalized
and renewed. We want to do all of that.
None of that is in this proposal. None
of it is in the Republican bill, S. 2.

I say to my colleagues, not only does
this amendment out here on the floor
reflecting S. 2 do precious little to, No.
1, attract the very best into teaching,
and, No. 2, to retain the very best in
teaching—by the way, we have some of
the very best teachers right now in
public schools.

You know what, colleagues. Here is
my challenge. I will tell you one of the
ways we can retain good teachers is to
stop bashing public school teachers.
Some of the harshest critics of public
school teachers on the floor of the Sen-
ate could not last 1 hour, I say to Sen-
ator SCHUMER, in the classrooms they
condemn.

When I go into schools and talk to
the students—and I am in a school
every 2 weeks—I ask them: What do
you think makes for good education?
The first thing they say is: Good teach-
ers. That is the first thing, even before,
I say to Senator MURRAY, lower class
size.

Then I ask: What makes for good
teachers? And then we get into this
discussion about what makes for good
teachers.

By the way, I never hear students say
the really good teachers are the teach-
ers who engage in drill teaching, work-
sheet learning.

They hate it. They say the good
teachers are the teachers who fire their
imaginations, get them to connect
themselves personally to the material
they are talking about—none of which
is ever reflected in these standardized
tests.

Then, later on in the discussion—
let’s say there is an assembly of 600
students—I ask: How many of you are
interested in going into public school
teaching? I will tell you, I am lucky if
it is 5 percent—maybe it is 10 percent—
who say they are. This occurs at the
very same time we are talking about
over the next 10 years needing 2 million
more people to go into education to be-
come teachers, at the very same time
we all say we care so much about edu-
cation.

Then I ask the students: Why not? I
want to tell you, colleagues, when
these young people talk about whether
or not they are going to go into public
school teaching, and why they do not
want to go into public school teaching,
I guarantee you, they never say the
reason they are not going to go into
public school teaching to become pub-
lic school teachers is because they are
not going to have these merit tests.

They do not say: If there were merit
tests, and we would have standardized
tests to determine how we are doing to
see if we are qualified to teach, then we
would be really interested in becoming
public school teachers.
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They say two things discourage them

from becoming public school teachers.
No. 1 is that salaries are too low. By
the way, a lot of women say—they are
very honest about it—there was a time
when maybe they would have had to go
into teaching. They don’t have to any
longer in terms of opportunities for
them.

The second thing they say—I think
this needs to be said to some of our col-
leagues—is that they would be
disrespected. I say to Senator MURRAY,
who has probably had this discussion in
Washington State, they have put more
of an emphasis on being disrespected
than the salary. They say there is just
very little respect.

Then I say to them: Wait a minute.
You are the students. Are you dis-
respecting your teachers?

They say: Well, you know, on our
part, we do not give the teachers the
respect they deserve. But it is a prob-
lem in the community as well.

So I say to my colleagues on the
other side, rather than bringing
amendments to the floor of the Senate
that do not speak to what it is we
should do to attract the very best
teachers into public school education,
what we should do—some of which is in
the second-degree amendment that we
now present—is put an emphasis on re-
warding schools for doing well with the
students and providing subsidies to
help teachers gain advanced degrees in
academic fields—who could argue with
that?—and implementing good peer re-
view. That really matters.

I say to Senator MURRAY, we were
both teachers. Senator MURRAY, I
think, would agree to having good eval-
uation and also providing incentives
for highly qualified teachers to teach
in the neediest schools. I thank my col-
leagues, Senator KENNEDY and Senator
MURRAY, for having that provision in
the amendment. That makes a great
deal of sense.

The Abraham amendment which ba-
sically talks about maybe trying to fig-
ure out ways of ‘‘reforming’’ tenure
systems, which I think means getting
rid of tenure—let’s be clear about what
we are talking—and then talks about
the teacher compensation systems
based upon merit and proven perform-
ance, and then right away goes to peri-
odic testing of teachers, is ridiculous.
What kind of test are you going to use?

Now we are going to have standard-
ized tests of students all over the coun-
try. Now we are going to have a single,
standardized test for teachers all over
the country. It is all going to become
educational deadening. It is all going
to discourage really talented people
from wanting to teach. It is going to
lead to drill education. It is going to
focus attention away from what we all
should be doing to make sure kids do
well in school. It does not represent a
step forward.

So I say to colleagues, I come here as
someone who views education as the
most important issue—that has been
my adult life, education—to speak

strongly in support of our second-de-
gree amendment and to speak strongly
in opposition to the Abraham-Mack
amendment.

One final time I have to say this. I
want to issue a warning. Albeit, the
language is ‘‘may,’’ but there is Fed-
eral money involved here. I want to,
one more time, say that we are, in the
name of ‘‘reform,’’ talking about stand-
ardized testing everywhere.

I tell you, we should just listen to
the students. I ask every Senator—
Democrat and Republican alike—over
the next 6 months, to try to spend a
good deal of time in the schools in your
States. Maybe many of you do. I am
not implying the Senator from Michi-
gan does not.

I find very little interest in standard-
ized tests as representing a real indica-
tion of reform. I find the interest is in
the discussion of smaller class size, the
discussion of how to get really good
teachers, the discussion of really good
child care, prekindergarten, and the
discussion of the decaying physical in-
frastructure of schools. I find a lot of
the discussion, frankly, about what
happens to kids when they go home
and what happens to kids before they
go to school. I find a lot of the discus-
sion, in the best schools, about how
teachers feel free to teach. They team
teach. I heard Senator MURRAY talk
about that. It is really very exciting. I
would say that is the direction in
which we should go, not in this other
direction.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I am

pleased to have the opportunity to
speak because I believe the right par-
ticipation by the U.S. Government in
the educational process of our children
is fundamental to our success as a na-
tion in the next century. It is impor-
tant for us to understand that we have
a limited role in this area.

Mr. President, 93 percent of all the
funding for education—93 percent; that
is basically $13 out of $14 spent in edu-
cation—comes from State and local
governments. Frankly, I think that is
a positive, not a negative. I think when
people invest their own resources,
when they invest the resources they
have control over, they are likely to do
so very effectively.

But it is appropriate, and as a matter
of fact beneficial, when the Federal
Government decides to be of assistance
in the area of education. When we are
involved, I think there ought to be
some principles that we should follow
in order to make sure we maximize the
positive impact we can have in terms
of the achievement standing of chil-
dren. I use a term such as ‘‘achieve-
ment standing’’ or the ‘‘capacity to
achieve’’ because I think that is what
we are interested in, in education.

The question is, What do we want out
of education? I think we want children
whose capacity to do things, whose ca-
pacity to learn, and the things that

they have learned, have been enhanced
substantially.

It is nice to have school buildings. It
is nice to have teachers. It is nice to
have education programs. But ulti-
mately, the purpose for which we de-
velop resources and to which we devote
the resources, is to elevate the capac-
ity of children to learn.

How do we improve what happens to
children?

I have had some opportunity to be
aggressive and active in this area at
the State and local level in govern-
ment. Having spent 8 years as the Gov-
ernor of my State, and visiting many
of Missouri’s 550 or so school districts,
I know it is the focal point of the com-
munity in almost every setting. It is
the objective of that community to ele-
vate the standing of students, asking
how do we help students do more?

Different communities have found
different ways of inspiring students,
preparing students, building students,
and elevating what happens in the
classroom. I think that is what we
should be involved in.

During my time as Governor of the
State of Missouri, the State board of
education was so convinced about get-
ting parents and teachers involved in
the education of children, because it
motivates children to be achievers,
that we had a slogan that said: ‘‘Suc-
cess in school is homemade.’’

Talking about localizing what we do
in education, if you take it all the way
to the home, you have localized it
about as much as possible.

As a matter of fact, during my time
as the president, or chairman—I forget
the designation I carried—for the Edu-
cation Commission of the States, it
was an emphasis we agreed upon na-
tionally that energizing parents and
energizing the local community was
the way in which we get the most re-
turn for our school dollars, as study
after study has shown. And the anec-
dotal evidence is incredibly strong that
cultures that involve parents and local
officials in making decisions for what
can and will work are the cultures
where education succeeds.

So the ingredients of public school
success include the very important
point of getting students motivated as
a result of the active participation of
their families.

The House Committee on Education
and the Workforce Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations answered
this question about what are the ingre-
dients of educational success in a re-
port released in July of 1998. The report
was called ‘‘Education at a Crossroads:
What Works and What’s Wasted in Edu-
cation Today.’’ The subcommittee
found that successful schools and
school systems were not the product of
Federal funding and directives but in-
stead were characterized by—here are
the ingredients—parental involvement
in the education of their children; two,
local control; three, emphasis on basic
academics; four, dollars spent in the
classroom, not on distant bureaucracy
and ineffective programs.
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I believe these are the ingredients

that are necessary for all of us to un-
derstand if we are going to talk about
elevating the performance of students,
which is why we speak about this issue
today, because there are noble objec-
tives and there are programs that may
sound novel and noble, but if they
don’t elevate the status of students, we
will have failed miserably.

I am concerned that too often the
Federal program which finds its first
consumption of resources in the admin-
istration of the program and the bu-
reaucracy at the Federal level very fre-
quently then goes to the State bu-
reaucracy at the State level, but it
doesn’t get all the way to the student.

But there is more to my concern that
the proposal just doesn’t get all the
way to the student. Frequently, when
it gets all the way to the student, it di-
rects an activity or a devotion of the
resource which is not called for in the
circumstance of the student.

So there are two principles that are
operative here: First, that we get the
resource all the way to the student so
that the resource is spent in the class-
room and not in the bureaucracy. The
second principle is, let the resource be
spent, once it is at the level of the stu-
dent, on things that make a difference
in terms of performance and student
achievement in the classroom.

It would be appropriate, I think, to
have some sense of satisfaction of get-
ting a resource all the way to the class-
room and not having the shrinkage of
the bureaucracy that takes the re-
source away. But if the resource gets
to the classroom and the expenditure
can only be for things that aren’t need-
ed or directly pertinent to student
achievement, we will have lost the bat-
tle anyhow.

Yesterday, I had the opportunity of
addressing this body, and I had the un-
happy task of detailing the fact that
for tens of thousands of individuals at
the State level in our educational ef-
fort their entire existence is consumed
with filling out Federal forms; that we
are serving the bureaucracy with pa-
perwork perhaps more effectively than
we are serving the students with edu-
cation.

If the active participation by par-
ents, community leaders, teachers, and
boards of education at the local level is
what really energizes schools to ele-
vate the level of student achievement,
maybe we should not have so much di-
rection from the Federal level about
how much and where the money should
be spent.

I think that is pretty clear as a part
of this bill which has been offered by
our side; that we want to get the re-
sources to individuals in the classroom,
and not only deliver the resources to
the classroom but to make sure that
the best use for those resources can be
determined by those who know the
names of the students and the needs of
the school rather than some hypo-
thetical best use being developed a
thousand miles away by bureaucrats

who know, in theory, that generally
the country needs X or Y but do not
have very much awareness of specific
needs in specific classrooms, in specific
districts, in particular towns, counties,
or communities all across America.

So this principle is, one, to get re-
sources to the classroom and, two, to
let the people who know the names of
the students and the needs of the
schools make the decisions. That is of
fundamental importance.

When you gather at the Federal level
the character of the programs and say
we will make all the decisions about
what is done, and we may want to get
the resources to you but we will tell
you what you have to do, that is the
equivalent of hanging a sign on the
schoolhouse door: ‘‘Parents need not
apply.’’ It is the equivalent of saying to
them, as much as we think you are an
important part of education, you won’t
get to help make a decision about the
way the resources are devoted, about
the kind of program that is conducted,
because, as a matter of fact, we will
make those decisions for you in some
remote bureaucracy.

I think the key to what we want to
do is to empower those individuals at
the local level by, first, sharing the re-
sources with them as efficiently as pos-
sible, not shrinking it by running it
through bureaucracy after bureaucracy
and, second, empowering them by say-
ing, once you have the resources, you
have the right and opportunity to
spend it in ways you know will benefit
the students in a specific setting.

We have watched as we have lived
with the sort of status quo in edu-
cation, with the Federal Government
trying to impose its ideas on the coun-
try, and we aren’t showing the desired
results. When you are not getting the
right results, if you keep doing the
same things, you are asking for dif-
ficulty. The industrialist puts it this
way: Your system is perfectly designed
to give you what you are getting.

If we like what we are getting in edu-
cation, we should just keep doing what
we are doing. But if we think we can do
better —as a matter of fact, if we think
we must do better for the next genera-
tion of Americans, if we recognize that
the world is exploding in a techno-
logical, developmental sense, and that
for people to be at the top of the list,
they are going to have to be able to
deal with technology and they will
have to have high levels of achieve-
ment and capacity in terms of edu-
cation, I think we are going to have to
confess that we must do better. And in
order to do better, we have to change
what we are doing.

It is virtually impossible to do better
if we just do the same thing over and
over. I think State and local govern-
ments need the kind of flexibility that
we provide, and I think when we try to
restrict that flexibility, when we try to
restrain the capacity of the people who
know best what their own children
need, who witness what will motivate,
on occasion, success in those students,

we tell them they can’t use that judg-
ment, awareness, and knowledge, they
can’t use their proximity to the prob-
lem as a basis for developing a solu-
tion, as a matter of fact, we are hin-
dering the process.

I stand to speak in favor of this
measure which will not only move re-
sources to the local and State level but
will provide the authority and flexi-
bility so those resources can be devoted
to students in classrooms in ways that
are known by the individuals who
know—teachers and students—and to
the needs of the institution to improve
performance. I believe that is the key.

For us to persist in doing what we
have done with the status quo, to per-
sist with a system that finds more and
more people disenchanted because they
find their hands tied, and they want to
do one thing they believe will help
their students but the government
says, no, they have to do something
else, which isn’t that helpful, or, even
in order to do something else, they
have to file a stack of papers that will
take people out of the classroom,
moves people away from education.

For the Federal Government, accord-
ing to a study in Florida, to administer
Federal dollars, it is about six times as
expensive as it is to administer a State
dollar. That is six times the paperwork
volume that is basically involved.

We ought to begin to wonder whether
those individuals who actually have
the stake in the circumstances, their
child in the school, why we should dis-
trust them and impose this sort of not
only rigid set of requirements but this
rigid audit trail which requires six
times as much administration as a
State or local dollar does to deliver
educational capacity to children. That
is something we ought to be leery of.
We ought to say, wait a second. Why
would we want to spend all of that
money in administration and second-
guessing those who know best about
their own children, their own future,
and who have a stake in this issue,
which is the important stake, and that
is the achievement of the students?

I think we ought to ask ourselves
what happens in education when there
is more nonteachers in the education
system than there is teachers in the
education system? When the adminis-
tration of education and the tens of
thousands of full-time equivalents
across the country mandated by the
Federal Government consume the re-
sources instead of the resources getting
to the classroom, we ought to ask our-
selves: Is this the way for us to really
be achievers?

We know when people have the right
opportunity to succeed and the right
resources, they can get the job done—
my colleagues and I have talked about
it over and over again—when they have
the right opportunity in terms of re-
sources and the right authority in
terms of flexibility.

I think those are the two keys we
have offered to the American people by
this measure on our side as a way of al-
lowing them to use the money they
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have paid in taxes to elevate the capac-
ity of the students who will chart the
course of America in the next century.

We want for our children high levels
of achievement. The children are the
focus. The classroom is the focus. It is
the place where it happens to those on
whom we focus—the children. The in-
gredients of success are not great bu-
reaucracies. They are great teachers,
great classrooms, and great students.
And it involves parents. When we tell
parents the bureaucracy will make the
decisions, we shunt them aside. We tell
them they need not apply. That is a
dangerous strategy and damaging to
our students.

Our Federal programs haven’t
worked, and just doing more of it won’t
improve our performance.

My grandfather’s admonition was, ‘‘I
sawed this board off more times, and it
is still too short.’’ If you keep sawing
it will still be too short. You have to
change your conduct.

We should change the focus at the
local level; States and local govern-
ments need the ability as it relates to
teachers. As Senator ABRAHAM said, we
are not going to mandate that the
States and local communities deal
with teachers in any specific way. We
want to authorize them to be able—
with the resources they earned and
paid in taxes—to devote those re-
sources in such a way that they believe
it will result in elevated performance
for the students.

That is the long and the short of
what we ought to be doing. The status
quo is unacceptable. America will not
survive on a continuing basis in the
long term with our students being last
on the list of those among industri-
alized nations. It doesn’t matter if we
are first on the list of expenditures. It
doesn’t matter if we have more re-
sources devoted to the process that is
eventually sucked into the bureauc-
racy or devoted to things that do not
pay off. What matters is that students
achieve. We cannot long endure as the
leader of the free world if our students
are the last on the list. Being the lead-
er and being last doesn’t fit.

It is time for us to focus our energies,
resources, and authority to make good
decisions for the elevation of student
capacity. That will make a difference
at the local level. That is why this
measure is such an important measure.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in

order to try to inform the membership,
we are attempting to establish a time
situation so Members will know. We
wanted to have a very brief comment
on this second degree to the underlying
amendment, and then to move ahead
with an announcement which will be
agreed to by leaders that would spell
out how we would proceed from that
time. That is in the process of being
worked out, as I understand it. But we
are reasonably hopeful that in a very
short period of time we will either have

a vote on this, or perhaps we could set
it aside and start considering other
amendments. We are prepared to do it.
I will see what the mood is after I ad-
dress the Senate for just a few minutes
at this time.

Mr. President, I will speak briefly
about the second-degree amendment
that Senator MURRAY and I have of-
fered. I think there has been a good de-
bate and discussion about the impor-
tance of well-trained teachers, con-
tinuing and ongoing professional devel-
opment, and also incentives for teach-
ers who want to try to have a contin-
ued academic degree and who go
through various certification proc-
esses.

Our amendment, as Senator
WELLSTONE pointed out, seeks to do
the merit program on a whole school
level that rewards all teachers in the
schools; improve achievement for all
students, including the lowest achiev-
ing students; provide incentives and
subsidies for helping teachers with ad-
vanced degrees; and implements a rig-
orous peer review evaluation recertifi-
cation that takes in many consider-
ations during the course of a year. It is
a very rigorous program where teach-
ers are evaluated by master teachers,
where there is a video sample of their
work evaluated. We believe that is con-
sistent with other provisions of the
Democratic alternative.

We are saying to the parents of this
country that we are including in our
educational program, recommenda-
tions that work—that have been tried
and tested.

We differ with our Republican friends
who say let’s have a blank check and
send it to the State capitals. Let’s have
block grants and let the Governors
make the decisions and judgments
about what they are going to do.

We differ with that. That is why we
offered this second-degree amendment.

You could say: What is your evidence
in terms of these particulars
schoolwide? I want to correct the
Record of my good friend from Georgia
who said Secretary Riley tried merit
pay in North Carolina. It is true. He
did try it. It is also true he also decided
that it failed after the State spent $100
million. They changed their program
to the merit schools program, which is
working, which is exactly what we are
doing today. You now have probably
the most successful school district in
the country, which is in North Caro-
lina, which is using just the kind of
program that we are talking about. We
are seeing the development of the same
kind of program in the State of Ken-
tucky.

In North Carolina, the State focuses
on whole school achievement and over-
all student achievement for reward.
The State doesn’t believe that indi-
vidual activities can be isolated to de-
termine what produced the improve-
ments in student achievement—it’s a
whole school effort. Therefore, the
focus is rewarding the whole school.
Rewards are given to the school, and
all teachers and the principal benefit.

If any State wants to use their 93
cents out of any dollar for the objec-
tives that the Senator from Michigan
points out, they are free to do so. We
don’t prohibit it. If they want to do it,
they can do it. We are saying with our
7 cents of the money that is going out
in the local community, we are going
to support tried and tested programs
that have been successful.

I asked earlier in the day what
States permit individual merit pay,
and we still do not have an answer.
What we know on our side, for exam-
ple, is supported by a CRS Report
dated June 3, 1999, ‘‘Performance-Based
Pay for Teachers.’’ It states that many
individual merit-pay plans were adopt-
ed as a means to increase teacher ac-
countability and improve classroom
performance. But, these plans not only
failed to improve student achievement,
but also destroyed teachers’ collabora-
tion with each other and teachers’
trust in the administrators.

Instead, the more recent shift toward
group-based, whole school incentive
pay plans, allows teachers to focus on
fostering overall student learning.
These plans encourage teachers to
work together within a school in a non-
competitive environment.

We support States that have merit
pay with regard to whole school pro-
grams, merit pay for enhanced aca-
demic accomplishment, merit pay for
evaluations and the recertifications.
All of those are very worthy and are
permitted and encouraged in our
amendment.

We listened earlier about an excel-
lent school in New Haven, CA, one of
the poorer districts in California.
Classroom teachers, while still working
with children, have opportunities to
have their knowledge and skills re-
warded both financially and by return-
ing something to the profession.

In New Haven, classroom teachers
carry out internship programs, develop
curriculum, design technological sup-
ports, and create student standards, as-
sessments, and indicators of student
learning.

Using a combination of release time,
afterschool workshops, and extensive
summer institutes, the district in-
volved more than 100 teachers—nearly
two-fifths of K through 4— on the lan-
guage arts and math standards com-
mittee during 1996–1997 year.

During the summer of 1997, nearly 500
teachers, approximately 65 percent of
the certified teachers, participated in
district-sponsored staff development
activities. The district had 24 different
workshops in technology alone, offer-
ing a wide variety of different areas,
including math and science instruc-
tion, bilingual programs, and many
others.

The district pays the teachers for the
courses leading to the additional cer-
tification in the hard-to-staff areas,
such as special education, math,
science, and bilingual. If the district
does not pay the teachers for their
time directly, the work counts toward
increments on their salary scale.
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The district provides free courses

that reap ongoing financial benefits for
teachers.

The district is bringing the salary in-
centives for those who have success-
fully passed the National Board for
Professional Training Standards. The
NBPTS for teachers was instituted in
1987. Achieving the national board cer-
tification involves completing a year-
long portfolio that illustrates teacher
practices through the lesson plan, with
samples of student work over time and
analyses of teaching.

They found that this school district—
one of the poorest and neediest in all of
California, the New Haven Unified
School District, in a low-wealth dis-
trict—now has an excellent reputation
in education. Twenty years ago, it was
one of the poorest in education, as well
as financially. Today, they have closed
their doors to out-of-district transfers
and moved up into one of the highest
achieving schools in California.

This is how it was done with regard
to the teachers. There are other ele-
ments necessary in terms of class-
rooms.

Finally, I mention in Charlotte, NC,
Mecklenburg, they ran an annual
achievement goals-bonus cycle. This is
how they consider their school district.
Based on the degree to which the
schools attained a set of goals, includ-
ing improvement in academic perform-
ance, advanced course enrollment,
dropout rates, and student attendance,
there were two levels of bonus awards—
100 percent and 75 percent. Schools
that earned 75 to 100 percent of the pos-
sible goal points were designated exem-
plary, and bonuses of $1,000 and $400
were awarded to teachers and classified
staff. Schools earning 60 to 74 percent
of the possible goal points were des-
ignated as outstanding, and the bonus
amounts were $700 and $300 for teachers
and staff, respectively.

We are for it. But we ought to do it
in ways that work. That is what our
amendment does. That is why it de-
serves to be accepted by this body.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise
to commend my friend from Michigan
for his amendment. I endorse the
amendment. I think it is only common
sense that we deal with this issue. I
will make some comments about the
underlying bill and what I have heard
in this debate and try to put it in some
kind of context.

First let me outline what credentials
I have to comment on this. About a
dozen years ago, I was approached by
the chair of the Utah State School
Board and asked to chair the Strategic
Planning Commission that was being
followed by that school board to create
a strategic plan for Utah schools.

Frankly, that was the experience
that got me back into public life. I was
very comfortably ensconced as CEO of
a profitable company and thinking
that would be my career for the rest of
my life. Getting involved in edu-

cational issues, becoming chairman of
that planning commission, and laying
out a strategic vision for Utah schools
got me immersed in the whole edu-
cation issue.

What I discovered 12 years ago—a de-
pressing thing, by the way, and nothing
has changed in the intervening 12
years—was that the school system was
focusing on the wrong issue. Indeed, we
named our report ‘‘A shift in focus’’ be-
cause we said that was what was going
to be necessary to solve the edu-
cational problem in this country.

All of the focus of the professional
educators and people involved in edu-
cation was on the system: How can we
tweak, fine-tune, fund, change, some-
how manipulate the system?

As we got into it, we said no, the
shift should be from focusing on the
system and how it works, to focusing
on the student and what he needs.

I offered this analogy going back
again to my business roots. In the
automobile world, at one time General
Motors focused entirely on the way
they made automobiles. They said:
These are the automobiles we make.
Now, sales department, you go out and
sell the automobiles to the public.

Toyota came along, a very small
company, and said: We are going to ask
the drivers what they want in a car,
and we are going to focus on drivers
rather than cars. As a result, Toyota
came up with an entirely different kind
of car from those General Motors was
producing. The focus was on the driver
and not the car. The focus was on the
customer and not the company. The
company that focused on the customer
and on the driver did exceedingly well.
Toyota grew from a tiny company to
the second largest in the world making
automobiles and became, for a time,
more profitable than General Motors,
until General Motors discovered they
had to shift their focus.

Instead of saying, this is what we
produce, you go buy it; like Toyota,
they started asking the question: What
do you want? We will go make it. Sat-
urn, a General Motors venture, came
out entirely of that activity.

That is the analogy I used when I
wrote that strategic plan for Utah
schools: Instead of focusing on the
school system and how it works, focus
on the students and what they need.
We were asked to come up with a mis-
sion statement for education as we did
that commission. The mission state-
ment we came up with terrified the su-
perintendent of schools in the State of
Utah. He said: You can’t say that be-
cause if you say that, we will get sued.

We went ahead and said it anyway.
What we said was: The mission of pub-
lic education is to empower students to
function effectively in society. That is
what we are here for, to empower stu-
dents to function effectively in society.

No, no, no, say the professionals; the
mission of education is to construct a
system that does the following things.

We do not measure the system. We
measure the ability of the students to

function in society. If they cannot
function effectively in society, they
are not getting a decent education.
That was a radical notion 12 years ago.
As I say, 12 years have passed and very
little has changed.

Those are my credentials. That is the
background I had coming in and listen-
ing to this debate. As I listen to this
debate, I have some very, for me, inter-
esting reactions.

First, from our friends on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, we have had an
eloquent, continuing, and unrelenting
defense of the status quo. Any sugges-
tion that we try to do anything dif-
ferent is met with a stonewall of criti-
cism and fear that somehow something
will change. There is an unrelenting
defense of the status quo that has been
the underlying theme of this entire de-
bate, as far as my friends on the other
side of the aisle are concerned.

Interestingly enough, an over-
whelming defense of the status quo is
not what the American people want to
hear. So if we go out on the campaign
trail for just a moment, we find the
Vice President saying we need revolu-
tionary changes in education. There is
an article that ran in this morning’s
Washington Post, which I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed at the
end of my remarks, written by George
Will.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. BENNETT. He is talking about

the Vice President’s recent talk on
education, and he quotes the Vice
President as saying:

Today, I am proposing a new national com-
mitment to bring revolutionary improve-
ments to our schools—built on three basis
principles. First, I am proposing a major na-
tional investment to bring revolutionary im-
provements to our schools. Second, I am pro-
posing a national revolution—

And so on. According to Mr. Will, the
Vice President used ‘‘revolution,’’
‘‘revolutionary,’’ or ‘‘revolutionize’’ 8
times in his speech and ‘‘invest,’’ a
word we know means spending, 14
times.

As Mr. Will concludes in his article:
The basic Gore position is that the public

schools are splendid, and at the same time
desperately in need of revolutionary invest-
ments.

I find a disconnect between the Vice
President’s rhetoric out on the cam-
paign trail and what we are hearing on
the floor today because any attempt on
the part of the Republicans to produce
something that is different is attacked.
Anything we say let’s experiment with
is attacked. The overwhelming defense
of the status quo is underlying every-
thing our friends on the other side of
the aisle are saying.

From the prospect of the position I
had as chairman of that strategic plan-
ning commission, I want to look at this
fearsome, frightening, Republican pro-
posal that would go into such new
ground as to somehow threaten the
status quo. It is the most timid, it is
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the most small, tiny, incremental kind
of revolution I have ever seen.

The bill the Republicans are putting
forward is, to put a number on it,
something like 98-percent status quo.
It funds the programs we have now, and
it funds them generously. It supports
the programs we have now, and it sup-
ports them solidly. But it says, putting
the smallest toe at the very edge of the
smallest possible body of water:
Couldn’t we just try a couple of things?
Couldn’t we give 10 States the chance,
if they want to—no mandates, no re-
quirements—just 10 States the chance,
if they might want to, to try some-
thing out? In another area, couldn’t we
just try 15 States? Boy, that is bold and
revolutionary and going to upset the
whole world—15 States, if they decide
they want to, might be able to try a
few things a little differently.

These are the threatening kinds of
Republican proposals that are coming
along that are causing our friends to be
so excited about anything that might
in any way upset the status quo. If a
State finds the Republican proposal is
so revolutionary and threatening that
it will destroy the State’s ability to de-
liver education to its children, the
State does not have to accept it. There
is no mandate in this bill at all that
says any State has to do any of the
things we are giving them the oppor-
tunity to do. This is just the first tiny
step. From my position as chairman of
that strategic planning commission, I
would look at the Republican proposal
and say: This is timid. This is not near-
ly what is needed.

But I come here and discover it is de-
nounced as somehow so threatening
that it is going to bring down the en-
tire educational edifice of the United
States. But I repeat, at the same time,
there is that kind of attack on Repub-
lican willingness to innovate and to
even allow States to try a few things.
At the same time that kind of attack is
going on, the Vice President is going
up and down the country demanding
revolutionary improvement with major
investments. I would like to know
what those revolutionary improve-
ments are. I would like to know, in the
context of this bill, what changes in
the status quo in revolutionary fashion
the Vice President has in mind. If you
get to the details, the only revolution
he is calling for is spending more
money on programs that already exist.

Let’s take a look for just a minute at
some past history. I want to read an
excerpt from the Washington Post,
talking about schools in the District of
Columbia. It says:

Alarmed by the crises confronting Wash-
ington youth, a group of community leaders
is urging sweeping changes in D.C. public
schools.

That does not sound like the status
quo is so wonderful.

And another:
A new consumer guide to the nation’s pub-

lic school system ranks only two urban
school systems lower than the D.C. schools.

Again, the status quo is not so won-
derful. The interesting thing about

these quotes from the Washington Post
is that they appeared there in 1988, 12
years ago. For 12 years, Republicans
have been trying to bring about some
changes in the D.C. public schools. I
have stood on this floor and debated
this issue in the context of the D.C. ap-
propriations bill. Every time we try to
try something different in D.C., we are
told no, we cannot upset the status
quo.

Here is another quote from the Wash-
ington Post:

The malaise that infects the District of Co-
lumbia public schools runs deep. . . . There
are problems in every phase of the edu-
cational process. There are school system
employees who display no interest in the ad-
vancement of students, while excellent
teachers and administrators are smothered
by confusing and contradictory direc-
tives. . . . Instruction is inconsistent. At
many schools, the audit said, test results
have not been shared with parents and teach-
ers. . . . The teacher appraisal process has
been a joke. In the 1988–1989 school year, not
one teacher received a conditional or unsat-
isfactory rating. On average, 22 percent of
the teachers received no evaluation at all.
While some excellent teaching was observed,
the audit said, the predominant classroom
activity involved students copying exercises
and directions from books while teachers
graded papers at their desks.

This appeared in the Washington
Post in 1992, some 4 years after the
first articles appeared in the Wash-
ington Post.

What revolutionary changes are we
talking about? Every time the Repub-
licans come to the floor and ask for an
incremental change, we are told, no,
you are undermining the confidence in
public schools.

For over a dozen years now, in at
least the Nation’s school district where
we have some degree of influence, the
public school system has failed the
children of the public schools.

As I listen to this debate and relive
my experiences from memory as being
chairman of the Strategic Planning
Commission for the Utah State board
of education, I realize how timid public
policymakers really are, how anxious
they are to talk about revolutionary
improvements when they are running
for office, and how anxious they are to
stifle any attempt to bring to pass any
sort of revolution when they have the
opportunity to make a policy decision.

We must recognize, as I said before,
this bill as what it is. The underlying
bill is not a revolutionary bold attack
on the status quo. I wish it were. There
are many things that can and should be
done. This is just the most timid kind
of probing into possibilities, and yet
even that is too much, even that is too
fearful for those defenders of the status
quo.

I go back to my original analogy.
When it was first suggested to General
Motors that they might produce some
smaller cars, that they might try to go
after the market that Toyota was be-
ginning to discover, there was a
mantra that ran through General Mo-
tors and Ford and the big three gen-
erally, and it was: Small cars mean

small profits. It was repeated over and
over.

By repeating that mantra to them-
selves, these auto executives convinced
themselves that the status quo was
just fine, and they watched the Japa-
nese come into this country and take
market share away from them to a de-
gree that, to some extent, threatened
their existence.

It was only after the marketplace
told them they should be focusing on
the driver and what the driver wanted
rather than on their own systems and
what they were comfortable producing
that they finally began to compete in
the world marketplace for automobiles
and began to produce the kinds of cars
Americans wanted to drive.

Now American manufacturers are
competitive, and we drive American
cars with the understanding that they
are well built, they have good fuel
economy, and they give us the value
for the money, an understanding that,
frankly, 15 or 20 years ago, Americans
did not have.

Why can’t we have that same under-
standing with respect to education in-
stead of being so overwhelmingly con-
cerned with the system and how do we
tweak the system and how do we de-
fend the system and this is the way we
teach and, by George, the students
have to sit there and take it.

Why can’t we say: What do the stu-
dents need to function effectively in
society? Why can’t we assess the stu-
dent needs, the student challenges in
the future, and the student responsibil-
ities and then say, OK, if that is what
the student needs, we will provide it? If
the student needs skill in the English
language, to a degree that he or she
does not have it now, we better figure
out a way to get it to them.

The main problem with our school
system is this: Our school system is
built on the industrial model. Indeed,
it was created as we went through the
Industrial Revolution. Stop and think
about it for a moment.

Our schools are factories. That is, the
model on which they are built is the
factory model, with the student as
product and the teacher as worker. In-
deed, we organize the workers into
unions, which is just the same thing
that happens in a factory.

Here is the product. The product is
wheeled into the English room where
the English worker pours English into
the product for 45 minutes. The factory
whistle blows, and the product is
wheeled into the math room, where the
math worker pours math into the prod-
uct for 45 minutes. The factory whistle
blows, and the product is wheeled into
the social sciences room where the so-
cial science worker pours social science
into the product for 45 minutes, and so
on.

It is organized along the industrial
model, student as product, teacher as
worker.

After the product has gone through
enough class time exposures, we stamp
a certificate on it, which we call a di-
ploma, and send the product out into
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the world saying: You are now edu-
cated, and the certificate we have put
upon you proves it. We spend more at-
tention to seat time than we do to the
ability of the student to perform.

If I may digress for a moment and
give you an example of how pervasive
this whole mentality is from my own
State, I want to talk about one of the
members of our commission. We had a
professor in educational psychology at
Brigham Young University who was a
member of the Strategic Planning
Commission, which I chaired. I will not
give you all of this history, except to
tell you he made a commitment early
in his life that he would return some
day to the tiny rural community in
Utah where he grew up and give some-
thing back to that community. It was
an emotional kind of commitment
made as a teenager when the people in
that community raised enough money
to send him to the University of Utah
to get a college education, something
he never could have afforded on his
own.

As I say, he is a professor, graduated
Ph.D. from Stanford, one of the Na-
tion’s leading authorities on small
school problems. The position of super-
intendent of the school district in
which his old hometown was located
became vacant. He said to his wife: I
am going to apply for that position.

She said: Come on, that’s so far
below what you do and what you are
qualified for professionally.

He said: No, I made a commitment
years ago that I would someday return
to my hometown and give back to that
community, and here is a way I can do
it. I can go there, be the super-
intendent of schools, try a whole bunch
of innovative things, and make a major
difference. I can fulfill that age-old
commitment I made as a teenager to
go back to my community.

He applied for the position. He was
told that he was not qualified for the
position because there were certain
gaps in his academic record that were
required for that particular assign-
ment. All right, he said, I will fill those
gaps.

He went around to his colleagues in
the School of Education at Brigham
Young University and said: Give me
the test. I have to have this particular
class on my transcript. Even though I
am a Ph.D. from Stanford, I have to
have this particular class. Give me the
test. I will take the test and dem-
onstrate proficiency.

They said: No, no, no, no, no, no. You
have to take the class. We can’t give
you an examination to find out wheth-
er you are proficient. You have to take
the class.

He said: Some of these classes I
teach.

They said: It doesn’t matter. You
have to sit in the classroom for the
prescribed number of hours or we will
not certify you as being educated.

He did not become the super-
intendent of schools in that particular
rural district. This demonstrates the

commitment that runs through the en-
tire educational community, to seat
time as the ultimate measure of edu-
cational ability.

What we are saying in this bill is,
let’s take a tiny, incremental, very
tentative step towards looking at the
needs of the student instead of focusing
on the structure of the system, toward
saying if somebody teaches a class,
let’s just assume that he knows what is
in that curriculum and does not have
to sit through it in order to acquire the
requirements of the system.

Let’s move from the industrial model
paradigm that has the student as prod-
uct and teacher as worker to a system
with the student as worker—student,
you are responsible for your own edu-
cation—and teacher as coach. Teacher,
help the worker understand where to
go to get this information, to look for
that skill, and so on.

In the process that means, ulti-
mately, we will have a system that
funds the student rather than the sys-
tem. We will have a funding system
where the money follows the student
wherever the student, as worker, de-
cides he or she needs to go, with the
teacher, as coach, saying: You may
have made a wrong decision. Look at
the options. Look what you could do
over there. Let me help you. Let me
coach you. Let me support you. But un-
derstand, the ultimate responsibility
for your education is yours, not mine.

That kind of a paradigm shift in
thinking throughout the entire edu-
cational system would be truly a revo-
lutionary improvement rather than the
kind of changes or improvements that
the Vice President has in mind when he
uses those phrases.

I thank the Chair and the other
Members of the Senate for your indul-
gence. As I have gone on this trip down
memory lane of my own involvement
with schools, I close with this one last
anecdote.

When we were laying out, for an em-
ployee of the Utah board of education,
some of the things we wanted to do and
wanted to see happen in Utah’s schools,
he looked at me with great horror and
said: We can’t do that overnight. He
said: Understand, we are trying to
make these sorts of improvements. We
are trying to make this a better situa-
tion for kids. But we can’t do it over-
night. You are too impatient. You
come out of the business world where
you can make a decision and then have
it implemented. We can’t do that. He
said: But give us credit for moving. We
will move in this direction, but we
won’t get there for 15 years.

I said to him: Now, wait a minute.
Fifteen years?

Think of that in terms of the life of
the student. That means the students
who are entering this system as kin-
dergartners, this year, will not see any
improvement in their entire career be-
cause they will graduate before 15
years as seniors from high school.

If you think it is salutary that we
can get changes moving slowly, and

they will be effective in 15 years, you
are just saying that a kindergartner
entering school today is doomed to
stay in the status quo his or her entire
career through elementary and sec-
ondary education.

As the quotes I have read indicate, I
was right. Students who entered as
kindergartners, at least in the District
of Columbia, are now graduating as
seniors with no improvements, no
changes. That is tragic.

To condemn a youngster as a kinder-
gartner to no changes, no improve-
ments, no experimentation at all, just
to defend the status quo, and say, we
are moving towards these changes, and
they will come 15 or 20 years from now,
is not something with which I want to
be associated.

The Republican bill is not threat-
ening. The Republican bill is not revo-
lutionary. The Republican bill is the
tiniest kind of incremental oppor-
tunity for States to experiment. We
ought to pass it.

I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

A LESSON PLAN FOR GORE

(George F. Will)
If AL GORE keeps talking incessantly about

education, someday he may slip and say
something interesting. But he avoided that
pitfall—anything novel would offend his
leash-holders, the teachers’ unions—in his
Dallas speech last Friday, unless you find in-
teresting this unintended lesson, drawn from
his speech, about how schools are failing to
teach future speech-writers how to write:

‘‘Today, I am proposing a new national
commitment to bring revolutionary im-
provements to our schools—built on three
basic principles. First, I am proposing a
major national investment to bring revolu-
tionary improvements to our schools. Sec-
ond, I am proposing a national revolution in
. . . ’’

By November the salient issue may be not
education but: Can Americans bear a presi-
dent who talks to them as though they are
dim fourth-graders? Whoever writes GORE’s
stuff knows his style, the bludgeoning repeti-
tion of cant, as in his almost comic incanta-
tions about Republicans’ ‘‘risky tax
schemes.’’ In Dallas, GORE used ‘‘revolu-
tion,’’ ‘‘revolutionary’’ or ‘‘revolutionize’’
eight times and ‘‘invest’’ (a weasel word to
avoid ‘‘spending’’) or some permutation of it
14 times. And—it is as reflexive as a sneeze—
he used ‘‘tax scheme’’ three times, ‘‘risky
tax cut’’ once and threw in another
‘‘scheme,’’ referring to vouchers, for good
measure.

GORE’s grating style in Dallas suited his
banal substance, which was Lyndon Johnson
redux. The crux of GORE’s plan is more
spending of the kinds that are pleasing to
teachers’ unions. Such as: ‘‘My education
plan invests in smaller schools and smaller
classes—because we know that is one of the
most effective ways to improve student per-
formance.’’

Actually, we know no such thing. Pupil-
teacher ratios have been shrinking for a cen-
tury. In 1955 pupil-teacher ratios in public el-
ementary and secondary schools were 30.2-to-
one and 20.9-to-one respectively. In 1998 they
were 18.9-to-one and 14.7-to-one. We now
know it is possible to have, simultaneously,
declining pupil-teacher ratios and declining
scores on tests measuring schools’ cognitive
results. If making classes smaller is such an
effective route to educational improvement,
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why, after 45 years of declining pupil-teacher
ratios, are schools so unsatisfactory they
need to be ‘‘revolutionized’’ by GORE’s ‘‘in-
vestments’’?

GORE’s Dallas speech proves the need for
remedial classes not only in prose composi-
tion but in elementary arithmetic, too. He
says that George W. Bush’s ‘‘tax scheme, if
enacted, would guarantee big cuts in spend-
ing for public schools.’’ Well.

Bush’s proposed tax cut over 10 years
would involve just 5 percent of projected fed-
eral revenues. And federal money amounts to
just 7 percent of all spending on public ele-
mentary and secondary education. Tonight’s
homework assignment, boys and girls, is to
calculate how trimming 5 percent of federal
revenues could necessitate ‘‘big cuts’’ in edu-
cation, 93 percent of which is paid for with
nonfederal funds.

GORE’s vow that every new teacher hired
under his program would be ‘‘fully qualified’’
probably is an encoded promise that all new
teachers would be herded through the often
petty, irrelevant and ideologically poisoning
education schools that issue credentials to
teachers. Education schools feed their grad-
uates into, and feed off, the teachers’ unions.
Those unions sometimes push for state legis-
lation that keeps the education schools in
business by requiring teachers to pass
through them.

‘‘There are,’’ says GORE, ‘‘too many school
districts in America where less than half the
students graduate, and where those who do
graduate aren’t ready for college or good
jobs.’’ Washington has lots of public schools
that fit that description, which is why none
of GORE’s children attended one.

Most failing schools serve (if that is the
word) poor and minority children, whose par-
ents increasingly favor meaningful school
choice programs—programs that give par-
ents resources to choose between public and
private schools, thereby making the public
school system compete. GORE is vehemently
opposed to that. The ‘‘dramatic expansion of
public school choice’’ he promises would en-
able students to choose only among public
schools, thereby keeping students from low-
income families confined to the public edu-
cation plantation.

What would be ‘‘revolutionary’’ would be a
GORE education proposal that seriously of-
fended the teachers’ unions. But he is utterly
orthodox in his belief that public schools are
splendid—and desperately in need of revolu-
tionizing investments.

‘‘Fundamental decisions about education
have to be made at the local level,’’ said
GORE at the beginning of last week’s litany
of proposals for using federal money, and the
threat of withdrawing it, to turn the federal
government into the nation’s school board.
To the classes GORE needs in remedial com-
position and arithmetic, add one on elemen-
tary logic.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Nevada is rec-
ognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, to alert the
membership of what we are trying to
do, we have been in touch, of course,
with the majority. We would like to
finish the pending amendments the
Abraham and Kennedy amendments, in
the near future. Then what is antici-
pated by the leadership, as I under-
stand it, is to go to the Murray amend-
ment.

Senator MURRAY has graciously
agreed to the time agreement of an
hour and a half, evenly divided. Then
we would go to the LIEBERMAN amend-
ment. I have spoken to Senator

Lieberman. He agrees to 2 hours on his
side, and the majority could take what-
ever time they believe appropriate on
that amendment. Then we would go to
the Gregg amendment.

The only thing we are waiting on is a
copy of the Gregg amendment. We have
not seen that. As soon as that is done,
with the concurrence of the majority—
which we have kept advised during the
entire morning—we would be able to
enter into an agreement. It is up to the
majority leader, of course, as to when
the votes would take place.

I see the majority leader on the floor.
What we would like to do, prior to an
agreement—we have had Senators
waiting here most of the morning.
They would like to speak. Senator
DORGAN would like a half hour; the two
Senators from New York would use 10
minutes of Senator DORGAN’s time to
speak about the death of Cardinal
O’Connor. Senator FEINGOLD wants 12
minutes to speak on some matter. I
really don’t know what that is.

I did not know the majority leader
was on the floor. I was just trying to
alert everyone as to what we are trying
to do.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator would yield, I did not hear all of
what he said. I was back in the Cloak-
room preparing to come to the floor.

Mr. REID. If the Senator would yield,
what we would like to do when we fin-
ish this, which should be momen-
tarily—either having a vote now or set-
ting it aside—is to go to the other
amendments after Abraham, Kennedy.
Senator MURRAY, who has the next
amendment in order on our side, will
agree to an hour and a half on her class
size amendment. Following that would
be Senator LIEBERMAN. There has been
agreement his would be the next
amendment. He has agreed to 2 hours
on his side on that. He indicated he did
not know if the majority would need
that much time. But whatever the ma-
jority wants, that would be the case.

Then it is my understanding we
would go to the Gregg amendment,
with no time agreement as far as we
are concerned. We have not seen the
Gregg amendment. We have been wait-
ing for some time now. It is on its way.
But the route sometimes is circuitous
to get here. I did indicate, I think we
have some Members who have been
wanting to speak all morning.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if Senator
REID would yield, I understand that
you are waiting to see the Gregg
amendment. Of course, we would like
to see the Lieberman alternative also.

Do we have that?
Mr. REID. Yes. It is my under-

standing that Senator LIEBERMAN has
been in touch with members of the ma-
jority for the last several days.

Mr. LOTT. But I do not know that we
have seen the language. That is what I
have to make sure of, just like you
need to see——

Mr. REID. I think you have. But if
you haven’t, that is certainly avail-
able.

Mr. LOTT. Of course, as far as the
timing, we have Senators that are very
interested in speaking on the pending
matter, in addition to the ones you
have mentioned.

I must confess, I was a little sur-
prised that there was a second-degree
amendment offered to Abraham-Mack.
I thought when we entered that earlier
agreement we would have the four that
were agreed to. While there was lan-
guage in there that said that, I guess,
relevant second degrees would be in
order—or perfecting amendments—I
had the impression we were kind of not
going to do that.

So the fact that there is now an
amendment to the Abraham-Mack
amendment I think puts a different
spin on things. Our people need to be
able to review that and speak on the
second-degree amendment.

In addition, I see Senator ABRAHAM,
who is the sponsor of the underlying
amendment. Basically, what I am say-
ing is, I think it is going to take more
time than we had earlier thought that
it might take. And then we would want
to look at, are we going to have a sec-
ond-degree amendment or second-de-
gree amendments on the Murray
amendment? That would certainly
change the mix once again.

We need to make sure we have
enough time on both sides for people to
speak on Lieberman and Gregg once we
have seen those. Everybody is working
in good faith, and it is a little com-
plicated. We could have objections on
either side about what might be offered
as second-degree amendments. We have
some people on both sides who are now
saying they want to offer nonedu-
cation, nonrelevant amendments, and
we have been trying to stay on the edu-
cation issue. It has been a very healthy
debate, and everybody has stayed in
close touch. We would like to continue
that.

I have to work with some people on
our side who want to offer some
amendments sort of out of line. I think
people not even on the committee who
want to offer amendments at this point
would be pushing the envelope. We
ought to at least give the chairman
and ranking member and people with
education amendments a chance to
make their pitch.

So rather than take up a lot of time,
I would like to talk with the Senator
from Nevada about the amendments
and the time that might be needed. We
will try to get something worked out
and come to the floor soon to get some-
thing agreed to. In the meantime, con-
tinue with the debate and we won’t be
losing time—valuable time, as a mat-
ter of fact.

Mr. REID. If the leader will yield, the
purpose of this was to try to move a
number of amendments along. From
what the leader has said, it is going to
be very difficult today to go beyond the
Murray amendment. We will certainly
try to cooperate, but it may be dif-
ficult.

Mr. LOTT. It may be difficult, but we
can see what might be able to be done.
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Mr. REID. The one thing I would like

to do is make sure that the—we have
had Senators over here waiting lit-
erally all morning to speak for a short
period of time. I know Senator ABRA-
HAM wants to speak on his amendment
and that of Senator KENNEDY. I would
like to propound a unanimous consent
agreement that Senator DORGAN be
recognized for a half hour, that 10 min-
utes of that time be allotted to Sen-
ators SCHUMER and MOYNIHAN to speak
about the death of the New York Car-
dinal, and that Senator FEINGOLD be al-
lowed to speak for 12 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. I would like to ask the
majority leader if he would yield for a
question.

Mr. LOTT. Yes.
Mr. DURBIN. I am relatively new to

the Senate. The House rule used to say
committee members could offer only
germane amendments. Do I understand
the majority leader is suggesting that
as a standard in the Senate?

Mr. LOTT. No, I didn’t suggest that.
I am saying that members of the com-
mittee have education amendments
and would like to have them offered.
We have some members on both sides
of the aisle now who are saying, ‘‘I
want my amendment to be next,’’ and
I am not inclined to be impressed with
that suggestion. We need to go forward
with the way we have been trying to
proceed and get our work done. But,
no; the way it works around here is, if
you can horn your way into a debate
that is underway, then that is the way
it is.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, how about
my request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, just to facilitate
the flow here, let me make sure we
have some sort of a sharing of time, al-
ternating back and forth. The Sen-
ator’s proposal was 30 minutes for Sen-
ator DURBIN, 10 minutes for Senators
SCHUMER and MOYNIHAN, and 12 min-
utes for Senator FEINGOLD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator repeat the unanimous consent
request.

Mr. REID. What I proposed is that
Senator DORGAN be recognized for 30
minutes, with 10 minutes of his time
being allotted to the Senators from
New York, and that 12 minutes be al-
lotted to Senator FEINGOLD. They have
been here literally all morning.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that immediately fol-
lowing the block of time for those
speakers, an equal amount of time be
allocated to Senator ABRAHAM and to
myself, or my designee. I know the
Senators from New York are going to
talk about the Cardinal’s death.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to ob-
ject.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would like to speak after Senator
ABRAHAM.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I amend
my request that Senator ABRAHAM be
recognized first, and then Senator SES-
SIONS, and any remaining time will be
used by myself or my designee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Reserving the right
to object, although I would like to
speak on the amendment, as well as
the second degree, because of a cere-
mony taking place in the Capitol ro-
tunda now, of which I am to be a part,
I may not be in a position to imme-
diately follow the final speaker. I sug-
gest that perhaps we might slightly
modify the Senator’s proposed unani-
mous consent agreement to allow for
the fact that I may be unable to be
here right at that time.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we will
make it simple. I ask unanimous con-
sent that when this block of time is
completed, as outlined by Senator
REID, there be an equal amount of time
on this side for me or my designee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from North Dakota
is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield
to the two Senators from New York to
use their 10 minutes of time now to
speak about the death of Cardinal
O’Connor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York, Mr. SCHUMER, is
recognized.

f

TRIBUTE TO JOHN CARDINAL
O’CONNOR

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I will
use 5 minutes and then yield to my
senior colleague from New York for 5
minutes.

It is with a heavy heart that I rise
today to honor the memory of His Emi-
nence, John Cardinal O’Connor. As you
know, His Eminence was a man of im-
mense honor and conviction, a man
who dedicated his entire life in service
to our Nation and the betterment of
humanity. He was completely loyal to
Catholic doctrine but was able to reach
out to New Yorkers of all races, reli-
gions, and ethnic and economic back-
grounds. His loss is New York’s loss,
America’s loss, and humankind’s loss.

Today, all New Yorkers mourn this
profound loss. And while today will be
one filled with great sorrow, I believe
that during this period of grief, many
will find moments of joyous reflection
in thinking about the innumerable
ways this servant of God was able to
touch the lives of millions.

Earlier this year, I rose alongside a
number of my colleagues in the Senate
and called upon this body to support
legislation to honor the enormous con-
tributions made by the Cardinal to re-
ligion, humanity, and service to Amer-
ica, by bestowing upon him the Con-
gressional Gold Medal.

The measure passed unanimously,
and I had the honor to personally
present His Eminence with a framed
copy of that legislation, and although
he was weakened, you could see a man
of peace. He believed he had accom-
plished much of his life’s goal and was
proud of what he had done, although in
his own modest way. It is my prayer
that all of us, when our time comes,
may feel just that way.

The Cardinal cared about the poor,
the sick, and the elderly. He would be
giving a speech on Catholic doctrine at
the cathedral one hour and the next
hour would quietly slip off and min-
ister to an AIDS victim in a hospice.
He was a man of great intelligence and
of great passion. He was a man who be-
lieved and didn’t flinch from those be-
liefs but at the same time had a unique
ability to reach out to others who
might not believe what he did. He
served, of course, as a military chap-
lain and at the same time was a voice
for the poor. He cared about working
people and spoke up for the union
movement repeatedly.

He loved all of God’s children, and he
will be forever cherished and remem-
bered by people of the Jewish commu-
nity for bringing Jews and Catholics
closer together. I truly believe that
much of the Vatican’s rapprochement
with the Jewish community worldwide
started with His Eminence Cardinal
O’Connor. He served as an inter-
national ambassador, traveling the
world over, to: Israel, Jordan, Haiti,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Russia, as a
messenger of peace, humanity, and
freedom. Wherever war, oppression, and
poverty have threatened to weaken the
human spirit, he has been there—a
tireless servant of the Roman Catholic
Church and as an American citizen.

John Cardinal O’Connor was an insti-
tution in New York, a beacon of hope
and inspiration who, from our cher-
ished St. Patrick’s Cathedral cham-
pioned the simplest of causes—the bet-
terment of humanity. He was a man
that I respected a great deal because of
his unwavering commitment to his
convictions, even when we disagreed.

So, last night, Mr. President, New
York, America, and the entire world
lost one of our greatest treasures. This
morning, the earthly world is a bit
poorer for the passing of this great
man and the heavenly world a bit rich-
er. I thank you and my colleagues for
allowing me to express, on behalf of all
New Yorkers, the profound sense of
sorrow we feel today with the loss of
Cardinal O’Connor.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the senior Senator from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on
February 22, my beloved colleague, the
junior Senator from New York, intro-
duced legislation to authorize the
President to award a gold medal on be-
half of the Congress to John Cardinal
O’Connor, Archbishop of New York, in
recognition of his accomplishments as
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